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SECTION 1 

Introduction 

1.1 Overview 
A Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) is designed to act as a focal point for the exchange of information between 
the installation and the local community regarding environmental restoration activities. The purpose of this 
document is to provide general and specific information about the Environmental Restoration Program (ERP) to 
assist Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Cherry Point RAB members.  

The Department of Defense (DoD) ERP was established to address hazardous substances, pollutants, 
contaminants, and military munitions remaining from past activities at military installations. The focus of the 
program is to identify, assess, and clean up contamination resulting from historical releases of hazardous wastes 
into the environment.  

The MCAS Cherry Point Partnering Team implements the ERP at the Air Station. The Partnering Team consists of 
one representative each from the Air Station, Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC) Mid-Atlantic, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Region 4, and North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural 
Resources (NCDENR), who are responsible for decision making about the ERP. The RAB serves as another valued 
partnership in the process.  

1.2 Site Background 
MCAS Cherry Point is a 13,164-acre military installation located in southern Craven County, North Carolina, north 
of the town of Havelock.   MCAS Cherry Point is bounded on the north by the Neuse River, on the east by Hancock 
Creek, on the south by North Carolina Highway 101, and an irregular boundary approximately ¾ mile west of 
Slocum Creek to the west.  A base location map is presented as Figure 1-1. 

MCAS Cherry Point was commissioned in 1942. An aircraft assembly and repair shop was added to the MCAS 
Cherry Point in 1943, which later became known as Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP). During the 1950s and 1960s, 
the size of MCAS Cherry Point increased from approximately 7,500 acres to more than 11,000 acres. During the 
1970s, commercial and residential development of the surrounding area grew substantially. The City of Havelock 
annexed MCAS Cherry Point in 1980.  

The mission of MCAS Cherry Point is to maintain and support facilities, services, and materiel of a Marine Aircraft 
Wing (MAW) and other activities and units as designed by the Commandant of the Marine Corps, and in 
coordination with the Chief of Naval Operations. Occupants at the Air Station include 2nd MAW, NADEP, the 
Naval Hospital, the Dental Clinic, the Naval Air Maintenance Training Group Detachment, and the Defense 
Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO). MCAS Cherry Point has facilities for training and support of the Fleet 
Marine Force Atlantic aviation units and is also designed as a primary aviation supply point.  

1.3 Site Regulatory Background 
MCAS Cherry Point has been actively involved with environmental investigations and remediation programs since 
1983, beginning with the Navy Assessment and Control of Installation Pollutants (NACIP) Program. The NACIP 
Program was developed under the comprehensive DoD Installation Restoration (IR) Program, which was modeled 
after the USEPA Superfund Program, authorized by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation 
and Liability Act (CERCLA) in 1980. An Initial Assessment Study (IAS) was conducted in 1983 as the first step of the 
NACIP Program. The purpose of the IAS was to collect and evaluate evidence of pollutants that may have 
contaminated a site or that pose an imminent human health hazard. Fourteen of the 32 sites identified in the IAS 
(Sites 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, and 21) were determined to require further investigation.  

In 1988, A.T. Kearney, Inc., conducted a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Facility Assessment (RFA) 
at MCAS Cherry Point, the first step under the RCRA corrective action process. The RFA included a preliminary 
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review of all available relevant documents, a Visual Site Inspection (VSI), and a Sampling Visit, if appropriate, at 
the 114 solid waste management units (SWMUs) and 2 areas of concern (AOCs) that were identified. The SWMUs 
were divided into four groups based on their operation purpose: Flight Line, Naval Air Rework Facility, 
Maintenance and Support, and Centralized Storage and Treatment. The SWMU designations associated with each 
group are preceded with F, N, S, and C as appropriate. Based on the observations made during the VSI, a RCRA 
Facility Investigation (RFI) and a comprehensive inspection of production and waste management/handling areas 
were recommended. In 1989, the Department of the Navy (DoN) entered into a RCRA Administrative Order on 
Consent with USEPA to perform RFIs at 35 of the 114 SWMUs identified in the RFA. On December 16, 1994, MCAS 
Cherry Point was scored and ranked by USEPA for inclusion on the CERCLA National Priorities List (NPL).  

Under CERCLA, the Navy acts as the lead agency, in partnership with USEPA and NCDENR to address 
environmental investigations at the facility through the ERP. Because of the NPL listing and Consent Order, 
ongoing ERP investigations are being conducted to meet the requirements of both RCRA and CERCLA. Since the 
Consent Order was signed, additional sites have been identified. The Air Station’s RCRA Part B permit identifies 
116 SWMUs and 2 AOCs. The Part B Permit was finalized and converted from an Interim Part B permit application 
under 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 265 to a final Treatment, Storage and Disposal Facility Part B 
permit in accordance with 40 CFR Part 264 in December of 2004, expiring in December of 2014.  

The listing of MCAS Cherry Point on the NPL in 1994 required that the Navy, USEPA, and NCDENR enter into an 
interagency written agreement known as a Federal Facility Agreement (FFA), which was signed on May 12, 2005. 
The FFA describes how and when CERCLA-related activities would be conducted at the Air Station and effectively 
terminated the RCRA Administrative Order of Consent. Under the FFA, all past and future work at ERP sites, 
SWMUs, and AOCs were reviewed, and courses of action for future work requirements at each site were 
developed. The FFA includes specific requirements for the preparation and contents of the Site Management Plan 
(SMP). The SMP is updated annually, and includes the sites currently under investigation following the CERCLA 
process and the proposed deadlines for completion of deliverables, as specified in the FFA. Please see Section 4.4 
of this document for more information regarding the FFA.  

An NPL site is a discrete area where hazardous substances or wastes have been deposited, stored, disposed of, or 
placed. An NPL site is also defined as any other location to which contamination from that area has come to be 
located. An Operable Unit (OU) is a collection of one or more sites that are being addressed together, typically 
because of spatial proximity, similar cleanup requirements, or similar historical uses.  

The locations of OUs and sites at MCAS Cherry Point are shown on Figure 1-2 and are described in Section 2. 
Additionally, graphical summaries of site features and activities at most of the OUs are included in Appendix A. 
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SECTION 2 

Site Descriptions 
This section presents a brief description and history of MCAS Cherry Point’s ERP sites. Many of the sites are 
grouped into OUs on the basis of proximity, common waste types, and common activities. Each site was identified 
in the FFA as requiring a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) and a Record of Decision (ROD) for 
ultimate closure of each site.  

Detailed site descriptions of the OUs and sites under MCAS Cherry Point’s ERP and the most updated 
environmental history can be found in the most current annual SMP. The SMP is available in the Administrative 
Record (AR) file, which is described in Section 7.1, or upon request from the RAB Installation Co‐Chair. An 
electronic copy of the AR file is maintained on the ERP Web site: http://go.usa.gov/TZO. 

In addition to various ERP sites, there are numerous SWMU and underground storage tank (UST) sites at MCAS 
Cherry Point. SWMUs and USTs are addressed under their respective cleanup programs and are not funded by the 
ERP. If a previously unknown waste site is discovered, the site will be evaluated to determine whether it will be 
addressed under CERCLA (ERP), RCRA, or the UST cleanup program. If groundwater contamination is detected at a 
UST site that is not related to the UST, the groundwater will be addressed as part of a nearby existing IR site or as 
a new site. There are also potential non‐point sources of pollution at the Air Station, including parking lot and 
airfield runoff. These non‐point sources are handled under MCAS Cherry Point’s National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit.  

Military munitions cleanup is handled under the Munitions Response (MR) program and managed similarly to the 
way that cleanup of hazardous waste sites is managed under the IR program. Together, the IR program and the 
MR program make up the ERP (see Section 4.5 for additional information).  

2.1 Operable Unit 1  
OU1 is an industrial area in the southern portion of MCAS Cherry Point and covers approximately 565 acres. A 
majority of the area is covered with buildings, pavement, and portions of the flight line. The primary tenants of 
OU1 are Fleet Readiness Center East (FRCE) and the DRMO. OU1 is bounded by C Street and Sandy Branch to the 
north and northwest, portions of Runway 5 to the east and southeast, and the East Prong of Slocum Creek to the 
west. The boundaries of OU1 and the site locations within OU1 are shown on Figure 2‐1.  

There are 12 FFA sites within OU1, assigned on the basis of their proximity to each other within the industrialized 
section of MCAS Cherry Point. Six of these sites have been identified as contributing contamination to 
groundwater (Sites 42, 47, 51, 52, 92, and 98) and constitute the OU1 Central Groundwater Plume1.  

A Focused RI/FS was conducted for OU1 groundwater in 1996, and identified data gaps and recommended a 
treatability study at Sites 16, 42, and 92, such as a bench‐scale enhanced oxidation study. An Interim Record of 
Decision (IROD) for the OU1 Central Groundwater Plume documented that a groundwater extraction and 
treatment, commonly called pump and treat (P&T), system be installed for groundwater remediation. This P&T 
system was installed in 1998. As a result of decreasing efficiency and the potential for interference with ongoing 
attempts to further define the nature and extent of groundwater contamination beneath OU1 by altering local 
groundwater gradients, the P&T system was shut down in February 2005.  

In 1996, a pilot‐scale air sparge/soil vapor extraction (AS/SVE) system was installed at Site 16 to perform 
groundwater remediation. In 1997, a time‐critical removal action (TCRA) was conducted at Site 16 that included 
removal of a debris pile containing asbestos, steel storage tanks, and soil contaminated with petroleum 
hydrocarbons. A full‐scale AS/SVE system was installed in 1998 as part of a non‐time‐critical removal action 
(NTCRA). The MCAS Cherry Point Partnering Team agreed to shut down the AS/SVE system in February 2005 

1 The OU1 Central Groundwater Plume has been referred to in previous documents as the “OU1 Central NADEP Groundwater Plume,” the “OU1 Central
Hotspot Groundwater Plume,” or variations of both. 
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because it was not achieving the remedial action objectives (RAOs). The system components were initially left in 
place in order to allow for later reuse. In 2008, an evaluation was performed to determine the condition of the 
system components and the actions necessary to restore the system to operation. The evaluation revealed that 
the system components had degraded such that reuse without substantial equipment replacement and 
rehabilitation would not be possible. The major system components were removed in 2009 and the remainder of 
the system was decommissioned (including well abandonment) in 2011. 

Initiated in 1994, an RI for OU1 was finalized in November 2002 that included all of the OU1 sites. The RI 
recommended that an FS and additional ecological evaluation be conducted. Post‐RI ecological investigation work 
began in late 2003, and in August 2005, the Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment (BERA) for OU1 was finalized.  

Conducted along with and following the RI, a number of ecological studies were conducted in OU1 and adjacent 
water bodies (i.e., Slocum Creek, East Prong Slocum Creek, Sandy Branch, and Schoolhouse Branch): Fish 
Consumption Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) for Slocum Creek (June 1999); Screening Level and Step 3A 
Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) in Slocum Creek (November 2001); Step 3A Addendum to the ERA (July 2003); 
and the BERA (August 2005).  

As recommended in the BERA, additional sampling within Sandy Branch Tributary #2 and adjacent floodplain 
areas was performed in March 2006. The March 2006 post‐BERA sampling results were discussed by the MCAS 
Cherry Point Partnering Team at several meetings in 2006 and 2007. Through these discussions, a “cleanup” 
strategy was planned for Sandy Branch Tributary #2 and adjacent floodplain areas that would be carried out as an 
NTCRA. The NTCRA was intended to remove constituent of potential concern ‐contaminated media to levels 
protective of at‐risk ecological receptors (i.e., benthic macroinvertebrates). In preparation for the NTCRA, an 
Engineering Estimate/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) was prepared and finalized in January 2008. The EE/CA compared and 
evaluated several removal action alternatives and formed the basis of the selection of a sediment and soil 
removal technique for the NTCRA. The removal action work plan was completed in May 2008 and the NTCRA was 
conducted in June to August 2008. The final RA closeout report was submitted in June 2009. 

The voluntary groundwater monitoring (VGM) program at OU1 was conducted in 2004 and 2005 to support 
efforts in assessing groundwater conditions at OU1 and to aid in development of viable remedial alternatives. A 
more comprehensive groundwater sampling event involving the majority of monitoring wells at OU1 was 
conducted in April 2006. Data from this event have been reported in an OU1 RI Addendum. 

The sites comprising the Central Groundwater Plume within OU1 have recently completed the RI/FS stage of the 
CERCLA process and are entering the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP or Proposed Plan) stage. The final RI 
Addendum report was submitted in April 2009; this document updates the OU1 conceptual site model and 
presents the results of additional investigation activities related to the OU1 Central Groundwater Plume that have 
been conducted since the 2002 RI report. A key element of the RI Addendum is better delineation of the nature 
and extent of chlorinated volatile organic compound (cVOC) groundwater contamination beneath and near 
Building 133. A baseline groundwater sampling event at Building 133, which was performed in advance of a 
treatability study to evaluate an enhanced biodegradation technology for treating cVOCs in groundwater, 
indicated that the cVOC plume within Building 133 extended beyond previously delineated boundaries and had 
concentrations significantly higher than previously found.  

FS activities began for the OU1 Central Groundwater Plume following the completion of the OU1 RI Addendum in 
April 2009; the OU1 Central Groundwater Plume FS was finalized in August 2011.  

The other FFA sites at OU1 that are not source areas for the OU1 Central Groundwater Plume (Sites 14, 15, 16, 17, 
18, and 83) are at various stages in the CERCLA process. A no further action (NFA) ROD was signed for Sites 14, 15, 
17, 18, and 40 in September 2010.  

With regard to the remaining OU1 sites, Sites 16 and 83, a supplemental investigation was conducted in 2009 at 
Site 83 to determine whether pesticide contamination has been sufficiently delineated. A report of the findings of 
this investigation was finalized in May 2010. Additional assessments of human health risk were conducted for 
both Sites 83 and 16 in 2010 and 2011, respectively, to include more recent data collected since the 2002 OU1 RI. 
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The Site 83 HHRA was completed in August 2010 based on the findings of the Site 83 supplemental investigation. 
The evaluation concluded that for both current and potential future land use, Site 83 does not pose unacceptable 
health risks to any of the evaluated receptors. Subsequently, a Supplemental RI report was prepared that included 
a summary of the investigation results and human health and ecological risk evaluations performed at Site 83. The 
Site 83 Supplemental RI report was finalized in May 2011 and concluded that no further action is warranted for 
Site 83 and recommended that the site proceed to an NFA Proposed Plan and ROD. The NFA Proposed Plan for 
Site 83 was finalized in March 2012 and the NFA ROD was signed in October 2012.  

The Site 16 HHRA was completed in May 2011 and included more recent data collected as part of the 2005 BERA. 
The evaluation concluded that human health risks fall within the target range for acceptable risk for the relevant 
exposure scenarios. A Supplemental RI report for Site 16 was prepared that included a summary of the 
investigation results and human health and ecological risk evaluations performed at Site 16.    

2.1.1 Sites Contributing to the OU1 Central Groundwater Plume 
The 1996 Focused RI/FS report identified a volatile organic compound (VOC) plume at OU1. At that time, the 
plume had been delineated to include the majority of the southern portion of OU1, including a small portion of 
Building 133. 

Six sites within OU1 have been identified as contributing to groundwater contamination within the OU1 Central 
Groundwater Plume: 

• Site 42—Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plant,
• Site 47—Industrial Area Sewer System (IASS),
• Site 51—Building 137 Former Plating Shop,
• Site 52—Building 133 Former Plating Shop and Ditch,
• Site 92—VOCs in Groundwater near the Stripper Barn, and
• Site 98—VOCs in Groundwater near Building 4032.

In 2001, an enhanced bioremediation treatability study involving the injection of Hydrogen Release Compound 
(HRC®) into surficial aquifer groundwater at Site 51 was initiated. The purpose of the treatability study was to 
determine the effectiveness of HRC® to remediate a small plume of chlorinated VOCs in the shallow groundwater 
beneath the site. At the end of the 1‐year post‐injection monitoring period, the concentration of total cVOCs had 
been reduced more than 90 percent in the heart of the plume, but individual constituent concentrations 
remained above regulatory screening criteria. The study concluded that to further reduce residual concentrations, 
additional treatment would be needed.  

During baseline groundwater sampling conducted in late 2004 in preparation for an OU1 groundwater treatability 
study, high VOC concentrations were identified in an area previously not included in the plume. Subsequent 
groundwater sampling revealed the highest plume concentrations located below Building 133.  

In 2004, another enhanced bioremediation treatability study involving the injection of EHC™ into surficial aquifer 
groundwater was initiated at Sites 51 and 52. Similar to the 2001 treatability study, the purpose of this treatability 
study was to determine the effectiveness of EHC™ to remediate chlorinated VOCs in the shallow groundwater 
beneath each site. Groundwater monitoring of VOCs and geotechnical parameters was conducted before the 
EHC™ injection in late 2004. The treatability study included four post‐injection monitoring events during an 
8‐month period. The final post‐injection performance monitoring event was completed in November 2005. The 
results are summarized in a December 2007 treatability study report that indicated that the EHC™ injection was 
initially effective in reducing cVOC concentrations in wells located near the injection points and that cVOC mass 
reduction was achieved. However, the concentrations of some of the contaminants rebounded significantly with 
time, in part due to under‐dosing of the injected substrate, as well as the likely presence of contributing cVOC 
sources such as dense non‐aqueous phase liquids in the aquifer. 

A vapor intrusion (VI) evaluation was initiated in 2008 to assess potential human health risks from the migration 
of cVOC vapors from the OU1 Central Groundwater Plume into the interiors of buildings located above the plume. 
The VI investigation was multi‐phased in nature, proceeding in a step‐wise approach to evaluate the potential 
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indoor air VI pathway. The Phase 1 OU1 VI field sampling was conducted in November 2009. A VI evaluation 
report that included the results of the Phase 1 field sampling was finalized in January 2011. The Phase 2 field 
sampling was performed in May and June 2011. The Phase II VI investigation report was finalized in May 2012 and 
determined that vapor mitigation is not required for existing buildings based on current conditions. It was 
recommended that a performance monitoring and construction planning program be incorporated into the 
selected remedy for the OU1 Central Groundwater Plume to continue VI evaluation in the future.  

In April and May 2009, additional groundwater investigation activities were conducted within the Central 
Groundwater Plume at OU1 with two objectives: (1) to further define the horizontal and vertical extent of cVOC 
groundwater contamination, and (2) to provide data to further evaluate the efficacy of natural attenuation on 
cVOCs within the Central Groundwater Plume. Fourteen new monitoring wells were installed to address plume 
delineation data gaps, and a large‐scale groundwater sampling event was conducted in which the 14 new wells 
and 160 existing wells were sampled for VOCs and natural attenuation parameters. The results of the 2009 
additional investigation activities were reported in a technical memorandum in January 2010 and the data were 
utilized in the FS for the OU1 Central Groundwater Plume, which was finalized in 2011. The PRAP for the OU1 
Central Groundwater Plume is expected to be finalized in 2013. 

Two pilot studies were underway in 2012 to investigate the efficacy of potential groundwater treatment options 
to address the OU1 Central Groundwater Plume. The purpose of these pilot studies is to gather information to aid 
in the selection of potential remedies to address the plume and also to possibly contribute in the remedial design 
(RD) phase. The first is a field‐scale pilot study to evaluate the site‐specific effectiveness of in‐situ enhanced 
bioremediation downgradient of Building 133 near the source of the OU1 Central Groundwater Plume. This pilot 
study will also gather data necessary for the optimization of full‐scale implementation following remedy selection. 
It includes the installation of 14 injection wells (7 nested pairs, each consisting of 1 upper surficial and 1 lower 
surficial aquifer well) and 5 monitoring wells (2 upper surficial and 3 lower surficial aquifer wells), the injection of 
reagents (i.e., emulsified vegetable oil and a bioaugmentation culture), and post‐injection performance 
monitoring via five rounds of groundwater sampling and analysis. Pilot study field activities were completed in 
June 2011. Post‐injection groundwater monitoring activities are underway and will be completed in 2013. 

In March 2011, the MCAS Cherry Point Partnering Team agreed to move forward on a second pilot study to 
construct a permeable reactive barrier (PRB) in the downgradient portion of the Central Groundwater Plume near 
East Prong Slocum Creek. The PRB will be a maximum of approximately 600 feet in length and consist of a 
combination of zero‐valent iron and sand. The results of the PRB pilot study will help determine the maximum 
feasible trenching depth that can be achieved given the subsurface conditions at MCAS Cherry Point and may also 
provide valuable data for a future RD report for the Central Groundwater Plume. The PRB was installed in August 
2012 and performance monitoring activities began. 

Closure of the OU1 Central NADEP Groundwater Plume will be complete when groundwater concerns for each of 
these sites have been addressed.  

Site 42—Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plant  
Site 42 is located in the center area of OU1. The IASS (Site 47) carries wastes from industrial sources (i.e., FRCE) 
such as metal plating, painting, aircraft maintenance, and vehicle maintenance. The Industrial Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (IWTP) effluent is discharged via sewer lines to the installation’s wastewater treatment plant. 
Over the years, the IWTP has undergone several upgrades and improvements.  

Sludge from the IWTP was formerly disposed of by landfill or lagoon storage (e.g., OU2, Site 10). The RFA 
indicated that the IWTP was used to treat wastes from industrial sources such as metal plating, painting, aircraft 
maintenance, vehicle maintenance, and stormwater from bermed containment areas. A P&T system was installed 
in 1998 to remediate the OU1 Central Groundwater Plume, and the treatment component of this system was 
located at the IWTP. As a result of decreasing efficiency and the potential for interference with ongoing attempts 
to further define the nature and extent of groundwater contamination beneath OU1 by altering local 
groundwater gradients, the groundwater P&T system was shut down in February 2005. 
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Site 47—Industrial Area Sewer System 
Site 47 consists of an interconnecting system of underground pipes and aboveground drains and connections that 
transfer industrial wastewater from various areas of the installation to the IWTP (Site 42). Originally constructed 
in 1942, portions of the IASS have been added and/or expanded to connect facilities that formerly discharged to 
the sanitary or storm sewer systems. Site 47 only includes the IASS within the OU1 boundary. 

Industrial processes that currently or historically created wastewater discharge to the sewer system include metal 
plating, metal finishing, solvent degreasing, paint stripping, painting, fuel storage, fueling, aircraft washing, and 
general maintenance. Concentrated wastes are no longer discharged to the industrial sewers, but are 
containerized and transported to the IWTP for treatment. 

In 1993, an installation‐funded infiltration and leakage study was conducted on the IASS to identify sewer 
segments needing repairs or replacement. Segments identified in the study as needing repair or replacement was 
subsequently addressed. 

Site 51—Building 137 Former Plating Shop 
Site 51 is a former plating shop located in Building 137 situated in the FRCE. The plating shop operated from 1942 
to 1990 and consisted of an area of approximately 4,000 square feet and included a 3‐foot‐deep concrete sump 
for containment of spillage and tank overflows. 

Plating shop wastes, consisting of plating solution overflow and rinse water containing zinc and chromium, were 
discharged to the sump. The sump was constructed of steel and set into a concrete pit covered with wood grating. 
Concrete piers were present in the sump so that tanks and equipment could be mounted above the sump. The 
sump discharged to the IASS (Site 47) until 1987, at which time the sump was plugged and the plating shop 
converted to a closed‐loop system. From then until the plating shop was relocated in 1990, wastes were 
transported to the IWTP (Site 42) in portable containers for batch treatment.  

In 1996, the former plating shop area was extensively cleaned and renovated to house an autoclave for the 
adjoining helicopter blade facility. 

Site 52—Building 133 Former Plating Shop and Ditch 
Site 52 is a former Plating Shop located in Building 133 inside the FRCE. Similar to Site 51, the plating shop 
operated from 1942 to 1990, and consisted of an area of approximately 2,000 square feet that included a 2.5‐
foot‐deep sump for containment of spillage and tank overflows. In 1996, the plating shop area was cleaned and 
renovated and is currently used to inspect and process aircraft parts. 

Former employees indicated that the ditch portion of Site 15 (Ditch and Area behind FRCE [formerly NADEP]) 
described in the 1983 IAS was likely the former ditch behind Building 133 subsequently covered in the 1970s with 
an addition to Building 133. Consequently, this former ditch is actually part of Site 52.  

Site 92—VOCs in Groundwater near the Stripper Barn 
Site 92 is a cVOC‐contaminated groundwater plume near the Stripper Barn portion of Building 137. The area 
around the site is covered with buildings and concrete, and portions of the industrial sewer system (Site 47) are 
located beneath and around the Stripper Barn.  

The Stripper Barn is the area where paint is removed from aircraft. In the past, large quantities of solvent were 
used to remove paint; spent solvent flowed into the industrial sewer system. The current paint removal method 
requires approximately 90 percent less solvent, and spent solvent is captured for proper disposal. 

Site 98—VOCs in Groundwater near Building 4032 
Site 98 is a small plume of VOC‐contaminated groundwater near Building 4032, located southeast of the IWTP. 
Site 98 was discovered by MCAS Cherry Point during an investigation of USTs at Building 4032 in 1994, and was 
identified as a new site for inclusion in the FFA in 1999.  
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2.1.2 OU1 Sites not contributing to the Central Groundwater Plume  
Site 14—Motor Transportation 
Site 14 is the Motor Transportation facility located on the northern edge of OU1 and bisected by Curtis Road. Site 
14 is approximately 9 acres and covered with asphalt and gravel surfaces. The area includes vehicle maintenance 
buildings, parking lots, and wash racks. The paved area adjacent to Building 160 is used to store motor pool 
vehicles, while the unpaved area adjacent to Building 157 is used for heavy equipment storage and includes a 
paved parking area adjacent to the building.  

In the 1950s and 1960s, waste oil was reportedly applied to the unpaved parking lots for dust control. In 1994, an 
SWMU assessment report (SAR) was initiated by MCAS Cherry Point to investigate the waste oil release. The SAR 
recommended the application of surfactant to the area affected by the waste oil release.  

The results of the 2002 OU1 RI activities included the detection of lead in soil at concentrations above 
background, which may have been the result of the application of waste oil on the site for dust control or related 
to the UST sites (Tank Farm C) within the Site 14 boundary. Lead was found in groundwater; however, it was likely 
the result of leaking gasoline storage tanks and not the result of lead leaching from the soil.  

A site closure request letter, dated October 4, 2002, was sent to NCDENR, which stated that the CERCLA program 
would address cVOC compounds at Tank Farm C. The MCAS Cherry Point Partnering Team agreed in December 
2006 that the area within the boundary of Site 14 had been closed under the UST program. Additionally, it was 
agreed that the cVOC groundwater contamination below the area of a former UST program remediation system, 
south of the ERP Site 14 boundary and outside the Tank Farm C boundary, would be addressed under CERCLA.  

In 2007, the MCAS Cherry Point Partnering Team agreed that no further investigation activities were required for 
Site 14. Site 14 was addressed in an NFA Proposed Plan and NFA ROD that included Sites 14, 15, 17, 18 and 40. 
The NFA ROD for these sites was signed in September 2010. 

Site 15—Ditch and Area behind FRCE (Formerly NADEP) 
Site 15 is located along the southeastern edge of OU1 and was described in the IAS as an unpaved 25‐acre area 
between FRCE and a drainage ditch adjacent to Runway 5.  

In 2008, the MCAS Cherry Point Partnering Team agreed that no further investigation activities were required for 
Site 15. Site 15 was addressed in an NFA Proposed Plan and NFA ROD (CH2M HILL, 2010c) that included Sites 14, 
15, 17, 18 and 40. The NFA ROD for these sites was signed in September 2010. 

Site 16—Landfill at Sandy Branch 
Site 16 is a former borrow pit area that was subsequently used as a disposal site. The site is located on the 
western edge of OU1 and adjacent to East Prong Slocum Creek. The site contains a building and several structures 
and currently sites a municipal solid waste transfer facility, bulk materials storage (e.g., rip‐rap, gravel, fill dirt, and 
mulch), and a vehicle impound lot. Originally identified as being 11 acres in area, aerial photographs and site 
reconnaissance have indicated that Site 16 is closer to 19 acres. 

Between 1946 and 1948, up to 20,000 gallons of waste oil, one or more 55‐gallon drums of potassium cyanide, 
and unspecified quantities of other wastes (e.g., municipal‐type refuse) were disposed of at the site. Aerial 
photographs indicated possible dumping after 1949.  

In 1996, a pilot‐scale air sparge/soil vapor extraction (AS/SVE) system was installed for groundwater remediation. 
In 1997, a time‐critical removal action (TCRA) was conducted to remove a debris pile containing asbestos, steel 
storage tanks, and petroleum contaminated soil. In 1998, a full‐scale AS/SVE system was installed as part of an 
NTCRA for the removal of VOCs in groundwater. The MCAS Cherry Point Program Partnering Team agreed to shut 
down the AS/SVE system in February 2005 because it was not achieving the RA objectives (RAOs). The system 
components were initially left in place in order to allow for later reuse. In 2008, an evaluation was performed to 
determine the condition of the system components and the actions necessary to restore the system to operation. 
The evaluation revealed that the system components had degraded such that reuse without substantial 
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equipment replacement and rehabilitation would not be possible. The major system components were removed 
in 2009 and the remainder of the system was decommissioned (including well abandonment) in 2011. 

In 2006, it was determined that the concentration of TCE at monitoring well 16GW04 may be of concern with 
respect to the potential for negative impacts from groundwater discharge to the adjacent surface water body 
(East Prong Slocum Creek). In order to determine if the high concentration of TCE is restricted to the area around 
16GW04, and whether or not the concentration is related to onsite sources, additional soil and groundwater 
sampling in the vicinity of 16GW04 was conducted in June 2007. The results of the sampling event were included 
in a technical memorandum that was finalized in May 2008, which concluded that no potential sources of the 
cVOCs in groundwater had been found in soil in the vicinity of monitoring well 16GW04.  

Beginning in August 2007, monitoring well 16GW04 was sampled on a quarterly basis to monitor the levels of 
VOCs in the groundwater in the vicinity of the well. Subsequent to the 2007 Monitoring Well 16GW04 area 
investigation, the OU1 RI Addendum concluded that the cVOC contamination found in 16GW04 and other areas of 
Site 16 was the result of the downgradient migration of cVOC contamination that is part of the OU1 Central 
Groundwater Plume. In June 2008, quarterly monitoring of 16GW04 was discontinued.  

An FS was initiated in 2008 for Site 16 (as part of an FS for Sites 16 and 83) to address the human health risks from 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) in surface soil identified in the 2002 OU1 RI. During preliminary Site 16 
and 83 FS activities, it was determined that additional investigation activities were warranted at Site 83 (see 
subsequent Site 83 subsection below), and the partnering team decided to address Site 16 separately.  

A Site 16 human health risk evaluation for soil was completed in May 2011 to update the human health risk 
assessment performed as part of the 2002 OU1 RI that included Site 16 as part of a larger soil grouping. The 2011 
risk evaluation included the earlier Site 16 soil data from the 2002 OU1 RI along with more recent soil data 
collected as part of the 2005 OU1 BERA. The evaluation concluded that the only scenario with potentially 
unacceptable risks was the future residential scenario, with arsenic being one of the major drivers of carcinogenic 
risk. However, arsenic concentrations in soil at Site 16 are consistent with MCAS Cherry Point background 
concentrations and are attributable to natural conditions. By adjusting the risk calculations to account for the 
naturally occurring arsenic, the hypothetical carcinogenic risk to a future resident was within the target 
acceptable risk range.  

A Supplemental RI Report for Site 16 was prepared in 2012 that included a summary of the investigation results 
and human health and ecological risk evaluations performed at Site 16.  A Proposed Plan is currently being 
prepared for the site. 

The cVOCs in groundwater beneath Site 16 are being addressed as part of the OU1 Central Groundwater Plume 
since the cVOC contamination found beneath the site was the result of the downgradient migration of cVOC 
contamination that is part of the OU1 Central Groundwater Plume rather than onsite sources. 

Site 17—DRMO Drainage Ditch 
Site 17 is a drainage ditch, approximately 300 feet long, located in the southeastern portion of OU1, next to the 
DRMO. The ditch discharges to the storm sewer drainage system, which flows to the east toward the Runway 5 
Ditch then southwest to Schoolhouse Branch and ultimately into East Prong Slocum Creek. The adjacent 1‐acre 
DRMO storage area was historically used for material storage including transformers containing polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs). Petroleum, oil, and lubricants (POL) were reportedly used for dust control in the storage yard. It 
was reported that transformers were drained into the ditch from 1961 to 1968. A removal action was conducted 
in 1995 to remove PCB‐contaminated soil and sediment. However, the 2002 OU1 RI indicated the possibility that 
PCB‐contaminated soil above the 10 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) action level still existed at Site 17.  

Additional investigation activities were conducted in August 2008 to either confirm that concentrations of PCBs 
and the pesticide dieldrin are below regulatory screening criteria or indicate that the earlier removal action was 
inadequate and additional RA is warranted. The results indicated that PCB concentrations in soil were below the 
10 mg/kg action level. For dieldrin, it was concluded that the concentrations in soil and groundwater were the 
result of basewide pesticide applications rather than a site‐specific release. With regard to PCBs, a new, 
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permanent monitoring well was installed at Site 17 in April 2009, and a groundwater sample was collected in May 
2009 and analyzed for PCBs. No PCBs were detected in the sample, and the MCAS Cherry Point Partnering Team 
agreed at the May 2009 partnering meeting that no further action was necessary at Site 17. Site 17 was addressed 
in an NFA Proposed Plan and NFA ROD that included Sites 14, 15, 17, 18 and 40. The NFA ROD for these sites was 
signed in September 2010. 

Site 18—Facilities Maintenance Compound 
Site 18 is a fenced outdoor storage area approximately ½‐acre in size, located in the southwest corner of OU1 
near Schoolhouse Branch. The bermed concrete storage area was historically used for transformer storage, and 
minor occasional leak of PCB‐laden fluid has been reported. No PCBs were detected in the soils and no further 
action was recommended at Site 18. 

In 2007, the MCAS Cherry Point Partnering Team agreed that no further investigation activities were required for 
Site 18. Site 18 was addressed in an NFA Proposed Plan and NFA ROD that included Sites 14, 15, 17, 18 and 40. 
The NFA ROD for these sites was signed in September 2010. A small area of chlorinated VOC groundwater 
contamination north of Site 18 is not related to the site, and is being addressed as part of the OU1 Central 
Groundwater Plume. 

Site 83—Building 96 Former Pesticide Mixing Area 
Site 83 is a former pesticide mixing area located in the southwest portion of OU1, adjacent to Site 16. The site is 
approximately 1 acre in size, covered by asphalt and concrete with some grassy area, and consisted of Buildings 
96 (former pesticide shop) and 418 (storage area) along with a bermed concrete wash rack and catch basin. 
Building 96 was constructed before 1948, and reportedly used as a pesticide mixing and storage area from 1965 
to 1981. With the construction of a new pesticide shop, Building 96 was converted to equipment storage and 
administrative space until it was demolished in 1997. The wash rack and catch basin discharged to an area 
adjacent to a steep bank leading to a wetland area located on the banks of East Prong Slocum Creek.   

Identified in 1997 by MCAS Cherry Point, an SAR was conducted in 1998 and groundwater and soil contamination 
was identified. Groundwater and soil contamination was identified and additional investigation was 
recommended as part of the comprehensive evaluation of OU1.  

Soil samples that were collected from the Site 83 area during the 2002 OU1 RI were found to have elevated levels 
of metals, PAHs, and pesticides. A field investigation was conducted in August 2009 to confirm earlier results and 
to further delineate the extent of pesticide contamination in soil and groundwater. A report of the findings of this 
investigation was finalized in May 2010. An additional assessment of human health risk based on the findings of 
the Site 83 supplemental investigation was conducted in 2010, and concluded that for both current and potential 
future land use, Site 83 does not pose unacceptable health risks to the any of the evaluated receptors. 
Subsequently, a Supplemental RI Report was prepared that included a summary of the investigation results and 
human health and ecological risk evaluations performed at Site 83. The Site 83 Supplemental RI Report was 
finalized in May 2011 and concluded that NFA is warranted for Site 83 and recommended that the site proceed to 
an NFA Proposed Plan and ROD. The NFA Proposed Plan for Site 83 was finalized in March 2012 and the NFA ROD 
was signed in October 2012. 

2.2 Operable Unit 2 
OU2 is located in the west‐central portion of MCAS Cherry Point adjacent to Slocum Creek, and covers 
approximately 104 acres. OU2 is bounded by the sewage treatment plant (STP) to the north, Roosevelt Boulevard 
to the east, a residential area to the south, and Slocum Creek to the west. There are three FFA sites grouped 
within OU2 because of their proximity to the Old Sanitary Landfill (Site 10): 

• Site 10 – Old Sanitary Landfill,
• Site 46 – Polishing Ponds No. 1 and No. 2, and
• Site 76 – Vehicle Maintenance Area (Hobby Shop).
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The Initial Assessment Study (IAS) conducted in 1983 identified Site 10 while Sites 46 and 76 were identified 
during subsequent studies conducted in 1988 and 1995, respectively. Initiated in 1994, the RI for OU2 was 
finalized in 1997 and concluded that groundwater in the surficial aquifer was contaminated with a wide range of 
organic contaminants (VOCs, semi‐volatile organic compounds [SVOCs], and pesticides) and metals. In addition, 
several VOC “hot spot” areas of soil contamination were identified. An FS was recommended to evaluate potential 
RAs. Remedial alternatives for OU2 evaluated in the FS were presented in the PRAP and finalized in the ROD for 
OU2 in 1999. The selected remedy included monitored natural attenuation (MNA) of groundwater, in situ soil 
treatment by soil vapor extraction (SVE) at major soil hot spots, and institutional controls (ICs). Land use controls 
(LUCs) were established for all or portions of the three sites, which restrict site use to industrial use only, restrict 
access to certain areas with installed fences and signs, prohibit intrusive activities, and prohibit groundwater use. 

Long‐term monitoring (LTM) at OU2 began in October 2002, and is conducted annually to ensure the effectiveness 
of natural attenuation. In 2007, LTM sampling was changed from an annual to a quarterly basis. LTM will continue 
until it is confirmed that the constituents detected in groundwater do not exceed the performance standards 
identified in the ROD. An effort to evaluate and optimize the OU2 LTM program based on the findings to date was 
completed in May 2011. The LTM Evaluation recommended changes to the OU2 LTM program for groundwater 
and surface water monitoring. The new OU2 LTM program began in 2012.   

2.2.1 Site 10—Old Sanitary Landfill 
Site 10, the Old Sanitary Landfill, located adjacent to Slocum Creek, covers approximately 40 acres and is divided 
by Turkey Gut, a small perennial stream that flows northwest into Slocum Creek. The site consists of a sanitary 
landfill, former sludge impoundments, and a former drum storage area used to store petroleum products. The 
former drum storage area is currently used to store miscellaneous equipment and is fenced and covered with 
gravel.  

Site 10 served as the primary landfill at MCAS Cherry Point beginning in 1955. Before the late‐1970s, all landfill 
activities were conducted south of Turkey Gut. Subsequent to that time, landfill operations also occurred north of 
Turkey Gut. Landfill operations ceased in the early to mid‐1980s. The quantity of wastes disposed of at Site 10 is 
unknown. Industrial wastes reportedly disposed of in the landfill included POL, solvents, and sludges.  

In 1996, an SVE pilot study was conducted at Site 10, and in 1997 a full‐scale SVE system was installed to treat soil 
at four soil hot spot areas. According to the 5‐year review conducted in 2002, the SVE remedy was operating as 
designed and VOC mass removal had continued to increase at two hot spots, 1 and 3, while little to no removal 
observed at the two other hot spots, 2 and 4. The SVE treatment of the soil hot spots was discontinued in August 
2003 because the system was no longer removing a significant mass of contamination; was not performing as a 
cost‐effective remedial approach; and to allow the area to regain equilibrium (i.e., to return to its natural state 
without the SVE) before collecting soil samples.  

After the SVE system was shut down, periodic (roughly annual) soil sampling commenced at Site 10, Hot Spots 1, 
2, 3, and 4. Soil sampling occurred in January 2004, April 2005, January 2006, and November 2006. The January 
2004 sampling results indicated that soil VOC concentrations at Hot Spots 1 and 4 were below the screening 
criteria and these hot spots were removed from further annual sampling. The April 2005 sampling results 
indicated that VOCs in soils at Hot Spot 3 were below the screening criteria, and this hot spot was also removed 
from the annual sampling. The January 2006 sampling results defined specific VOCs that exceeded the screening 
criteria at Hot Spot 2, and further sample analyses at Hot Spot 2 were restricted to these analytes. The November 
2006 Hot Spot 2 sampling results indicated several VOCs that exceeded screening criteria. Based on these results, 
the MCAS Cherry Point Partnering Team agreed to conduct additional soil sampling in order to further delineate 
the soil contamination within Hot Spot 2. Samples were collected in July and December 2007. These samples did 
not successfully delineate the contamination, and additional samples were collected in 2008 to complete Hot 
Spot 2 investigation activities.  

The Site 10 SVE system removal was completed in April 2010 and a Construction Closeout Report was finalized in 
July 2010. 
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Since OU2 has a ROD in place, a Focused FS (FFS) that evaluated additional remedial alternatives for soil at Site 10, 
Hot Spot 2 was finalized in February 2011. The Proposed Plan for Site 10, Hot Spot 2 was finalized in April 2011. 
The preferred alternative presented in the Proposed Plan includes the installation of a soil cover over areas of Hot 
Spot 2 where soil concentrations exceed North Carolina Soil Screening Levels (NC SSLs) to prevent direct exposure 
and limit infiltration and migration of soil/waste contamination to groundwater. The preferred alternative also 
includes groundwater monitoring to ensure protection of Slocum Creek from groundwater discharge to surface 
water. The OU2 ROD Amendment was signed in September 2011. LUCs established under the 1999 ROD for OU2, 
which restrict site use to industrial use only, restrict access to certain areas with installed fences and signs, 
prohibit intrusive activities, and prohibit groundwater use, apply to the entire area of Site 10 and were not 
changed by the 2011 ROD Amendment. The soil cover was successfully installed at Site 10, Hot Spot 2, in January 
and February 2012, and a Construction Closeout Report was finalized in August 2012. An Interim Remedial Action 
Closeout Report (IRACR) for OU2 Site 10, Hot Spot 2, is to be completed and signed in fiscal year 2013. 

Site 46—Polishing Ponds No.1 and No. 2 
Site 46 is located to the north of Site 10, and consists of two inactive, unlined ponds. The ponds are approximately 
12 feet deep and served as wastewater aeration basins for the STP from 1942 until 1996. The treated wastewater 
was discharged to Slocum Creek via an NPDES‐permitted outfall. With upgrades to the STP, the ponds were no 
longer required for aeration. The ponds have been retained for potential future storm water management. Before 
any use of these inactive ponds, concurrence will be obtained from USEPA and NCDENR. MCAS Cherry Point 
submitted a Closure Plan for this site to the State of North Carolina in December 1988. USEPA Region 4, which 
formerly had primacy, agreed to waive the closure requirements, allowing the ponds to be addressed under the 
NCDENR RCRA authority. 

Due to the previous RCRA activities and its proximity to other sites, Site 46 was incorporated into the ERP ICs for 
OU2. In December 2006, the Cherry Point Partnering Team agreed that there was no CERCLA contamination 
related to Site 46 and that the polishing pond footprints could be removed from the IC boundaries for OU2. The IC 
related to prohibition of groundwater use was retained for the small land area in between the polishing ponds 
and Slocum Creek, as documented in a letter from NAVFAC Mid‐Atlantic to EPA dated May 19, 2008. 

Site 76—Vehicle Maintenance Area (Hobby Shop) 
Site 76 is located south of Site 10, and consists of a fenced area approximately 2 acres in size and contains garage 
buildings and parking areas where personal vehicles are repaired. Site 76 is the only site at OU2 that is currently 
active. Ongoing site activities include auto maintenance and auto body repair. Based on a review of historical 
aerial photographs, the Site 76 area was developed between 1958 and 1964.  

ICs established under the 1999 ROD for OU2, which restrict site use to industrial use only, restrict access to certain 
areas with installed fences and signs, prohibit intrusive activities, and prohibit groundwater use, apply to the 
entire area of Site 76 with the exception of the area restricted with fences and signs. 

2.3 Operable Unit 3 
OU3 is located in the west‐central portion of MCAS Cherry Point adjacent to Slocum Creek and covers 
approximately 19 acres. OU3 is bounded by Slocum Road to the north, the STP and OU2 to the south, Slocum 
Creek to the west, and a wooded area to the east. The location and boundaries of OU3 and the locations of the 
two FFA sites (6 and 7) within OU3 are shown on Figure 2‐3.  

Both Site 6 and 7 were identified in the IAS conducted in 1983. Initiated in 1994, the RI for OU3 was finalized in 
1996 and concluded that contamination characteristics are quite different between Site 6 and Site 7. The soil 
material at Site 6 is relatively free of contamination. No distinct fly ash layers remain on site, although some black 
silty soil material was found in several points around the ponds. For Site 7, data indicated that the area 
immediately surrounding the former incinerator is fairly clean; however, soil surface contaminants (e.g., metals 
and benzene) were detected indicating a localized area of soil contamination.  
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An FS was recommended to evaluate potential RAs. Remedial alternatives for OU3 evaluated in the FS were 
presented in the PRAP and finalized in the ROD for OU3 in 2000. The selected remedy included MNA of 
groundwater at Site 7, enhanced bioremediation (i.e., air sparging) of an isolated area of soil contamination at 
Site 7, and ICs at Sites 6 and 7.  

LTM of groundwater, surface water, and sediment is conducted annually to ensure the effectiveness of natural 
attenuation. ICs implemented at OU3 prohibit intrusive activities below the water table, prohibit groundwater 
use, and restrict access to authorized personnel only. Site 6 has been restricted to industrial use only, while Site 7 
has been designated as “no use authorized.”  

Annual LTM of groundwater began in October 2002. In 2007, the LTM sampling frequency at OU3 was increased 
to a quarterly basis and in 2010 the sampling frequency was reduced to every third quarter (9 months). In 2011, 
LTM sampling was discontinued when the constituents detected in groundwater no longer exceeded the 
performance standards identified in the ROD. The final RA Completion Report (RACR) was submitted in April 2012 
and documented that the RA for OU3 has met the RAOs stated in the ROD and has achieved Response Complete 
(RC). The ICs at OU3 will continue to be in effect and will remain unchanged as part of the long‐term management 
of OU3. 

2.3.1 Site 6—Fly Ash Ponds 
Site 6 formerly consisted of three unlined ponds bounded by Slocum Creek to the west, Luke Rowe’s Gut to the 
south, Slocum Road to the north, and a wooded area to the east. The ponds covered approximately 2.5 acres and 
were approximately 10 to 15 feet deep. There are wetland areas adjacent to Slocum Creek and Luke Rowe’s Gut, 
and a portion of the site lies within the 100‐year floodplain of Slocum Creek. Historical aerial photographs 
indicated that the ponds were not constructed until the late 1950s. Earlier aerial photographs indicate the 
presence of a natural pond and/or shallow depressions. The third pond appeared in an aerial photograph from 
1978. 

Fly ash and cinders from the former power plant were disposed of in the ponds from the 1940s until about 1970. 
The ponds were then reportedly used for the disposal of lime/alum sludge from the potable water treatment 
plant from December 1980 until the new water treatment plant became operational in mid‐1994. It was also 
reported that up to 5,000 gallons of waste POL were disposed of in the ponds.  

In 1996, as part of the closure of the water treatment plant, MCAS Cherry Point removed the ponds at Site 6. This 
non‐IR‐related effort was accomplished by solidifying and excavating the pond sludge, removing piping and 
debris, and leveling and revegetating the site with pine seedlings, as part of a Longleaf Pine Initiative aimed at 
returning the land to its natural state.  

2.3.2 Site 7—Old Incinerator and Adjacent Area 
Site 7 formerly consisted of an incinerator and open burning ground that covered approximately 5 acres. It is 
bounded by the STP to the south and east, Luke Rowe’s Gut to the north, and Slocum Creek to the west. The 
former incinerator was reportedly located adjacent to Luke Rowe’s Gut in the eastern part of the site. The open 
burning area was reportedly south of Luke Rowe’s Gut near its confluence with Slocum Creek.  

From the 1940s until approximately 1955, waste POL, NADEP wastes, and other wastes, including municipal 
refuse, were burned in the incinerator or on adjacent grounds. Aerial photographs indicate that the incinerator 
was removed between 1981 and 1984.  

In 2000, an air sparge (AS) remediation system was installed at Site 7 for enhanced bioremediation of a localized 
area of soil contaminated with benzene. In 2001, three additional AS wells were installed to address a small area 
of contamination just outside the treatment area. In 2003, soil and groundwater monitoring results indicated that 
benzene in the soil had been remediated, and the AS system was shut down. The AS system was removed in 2007. 
Following the shutdown of the AS system, annual LTM results indicated that groundwater benzene concentrations 
had not rebounded. LTM was discontinued in 2011 when it was confirmed that the constituents detected in 
groundwater no longer exceeded the performance standards defined in the OU3 ROD. 
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2.4 Operable Unit 4: Site 4—Borrow Pit/Landfill 
OU4 consists of one FFA site, Site 4, and is located in the northwest‐central portion of MCAS Cherry Point and 
covers approximately 130 acres. Site 4 is located north of Runway 14, and is bounded by Mill Creek to the south 
and west, Access Road to the north, and Duffy Road to the east. The location and boundaries of OU4 are shown 
on Figure 2‐4. 

Site 4 consists of several borrow pits and a fenced and lined drum storage area located in the north‐central 
portion of the site. Identified in the IAS and RFA, the borrow pits at Site 4 were initially excavated in the 1940s and 
were used in the 1950s to dispose of demolition and asbestos wastes. Other wastes, including wastes from 
NADEP, may have also been disposed of at Site 4; however, no records were maintained on the types or amounts 
of wastes. The majority of historical activities at Site 4 took place in the western portion of the site, where the 
borrow pits used for waste disposal were located. The borrow pit area is currently a land clearing and inert debris 
(e.g., construction and demolition) landfill, while the drum storage area is used by the NADEP for storage of new 
material.  

Finalized in 2002, the RI for OU4 indicated two areas of localized groundwater contamination with the VOCs 
1,1,2,2‐tetrachloroethane and benzene. The RI also revealed elevated lead concentrations in Mill Creek sediments 
that originated from an offsite inactive skeet and trap range located immediately northeast of Site 4. It was 
concluded that since the lead originated from military munitions at an operational military range and did not 
originate from site activities at OU4, the lead was not a RCRA solid waste or the result of a release regulated 
under CERCLA. Therefore, the Navy, USEPA, and NCDENR agreed to remove the lead from the OU4 remedy 
selection process, and the Navy investigated the lead and is addressing it under the military munitions program. 

A final FFS was recommended to evaluate potential RAs. Remedial alternatives for OU4 evaluated in the FFS were 
presented in the PRAP and finalized in the ROD for OU4 signed in September 2005. The selected remedy for OU4 
included MNA of groundwater and ICs that will limit exposure to and prohibit the use of surficial groundwater. 
The LUCs will limit exposure to groundwater by prohibiting the use of surficial aquifer groundwater, except for 
monitoring. The RD was finalized in April 2006. An IRACR for OU4 was signed in October 2006, which signified that 
the LUCS are in place and have been recorded in the appropriate documents. The RA includes both LUCs and MNA 
of groundwater for wells that have shown concentrations of COCs above North Carolina Groundwater Quality 
Standards (NC2L).  

The Navy and MCAS Cherry Point initiated VGM in October 2003 to monitor VOC and SVOC concentrations that 
were found to exceed State groundwater quality standards during the RI. VGM was conducted on a semiannual 
basis in 2004 and 2005, and continued beginning in 2006 as LTM as part of the selected remedy in the OU4 ROD. 
In 2007, the LTM sampling frequency changed to a quarterly basis. To address persistent benzene concentrations 
detected above North Carolina Groundwater Quality Standards in the monitoring well that is sampled as part of 
LTM activities at OU4, the Navy conducted additional investigation activities in the vicinity of this monitoring well 
to delineate the extent of benzene in groundwater and to collect some soil samples. The investigation activities 
were conducted in three phases between July 2010 and March 2011. Benzene was detected in groundwater 
above the NC 2L during all three events, but was not detected in any of the soil samples. Additional soil and 
groundwater samples were collected from the site in November 2011 for use in a bench‐scale treatability study to 
evaluate the injection substrate Electron Acceptor Solution (EAS™) as a means to stimulate anaerobic 
biodegradation of dissolved‐phase benzene at OU4. Target iron and sulfate reducing bacteria that are necessary 
for a successful bench‐scale treatability study were not detected in groundwater or soil samples. During the 
January 2012 partnering meeting, the partnering team decided to discontinue the bench‐scale study and continue 
with the original MNA remedy, given that the maximum benzene concentrations were relatively low and the 
plume did not appear to be migrating based on the LTM data. The team also decided to add a newly‐installed 
monitoring well, 4GW10, to the current LTM well network and to reduce the sampling frequency from quarterly 
to semi‐annually. Ongoing LTM will continue until it is confirmed that the constituents detected in groundwater 
do not exceed the performance standards defined in the OU4 ROD.   
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2.5 Operable Unit 5 
OU5 is located in the northeastern portion of MCAS Cherry Point. OU5 consists of two FFA sites, 1 and 2, that 
were grouped into one operable unit because of their proximity, history, and common waste types. Site 19 
(Borrow Pit/Landfill North of Runway 32) was formerly part of OU5, but was transferred to OU13 because the site 
is closer to the other OU13 sites. The location and boundaries of OU5 are shown on Figure 2‐5. 

Sites 1 and 2 were identified in the IAS and RFA. Between 1985 and 1987, groundwater samples were collected at 
Site 1 as part of an Interim Remedial Investigation (IRI) to identify contaminated sites. The IRI concluded that 
groundwater had not been affected by historical waste practices at Sites 1 and 2, and that no further investigation 
was recommended. A 21‐unit RFI was conducted in 1991 confirmed no releases to groundwater; however, 
seepage was observed and as a result, it was not possible to conclude that there had been not been any releases 
from the borrow pits. Therefore, additional groundwater monitoring and sampling of surface water and sediment 
surrounding the sites was recommended.  

During the OU5 RI investigation, soil, groundwater, surface water, and sediment samples were collected. The RI 
results did not indicate any significant risks to human health or the environment; however, VOC concentrations 
slightly exceeded State groundwater standards in several monitoring wells at Site 2. The Final RI was submitted in 
August 2005.  

A final FFS was recommended to evaluate potential RAs. Remedial alternatives evaluated in the FFS were 
presented in the PRAP and finalized in the ROD for OU5 signed in July 2006. The selected remedy for Site 1 was 
NFA while the selected remedy at Site 2 consisted of MNA of groundwater and ICs that will limit exposure to and 
prohibit the use of surficial groundwater. 

In October 2003, the Navy initiated VGM at OU5 to monitor VOC concentrations found to exceed State 
groundwater standards during the RI field investigation. VGM was conducted on a semiannual basis into 2006, 
when the LTM program that is part of the remedy specified in the OU5 ROD replaced it. In 2007, the sampling 
frequency for LTM changed to a quarterly basis. 

The Final RI for OU5 was submitted in August 2005. The FFS was finalized in October 2005. The Final OU5 PRAP 
was submitted in November 2005. The OU5 ROD was finalized in May 2006 and signed July 21, 2006. It was 
determined that no further action was necessary at Site 1; therefore, the ROD only addresses an RA at Site 2. The 
Selected Remedy for Site 2 included MNA for groundwater and ICs to limit exposure to and prohibit the use of 
surficial aquifer groundwater, except for monitoring. Upon finalization of the ROD, the RD for OU5 was completed 
in October 2006 and outlined the implementation of MNA and LUCs at Site 2. An IRACR for OU5 was signed in 
September 2008, which documented that the LUCS were in place and were recorded in the appropriate 
documents.  

LTM was discontinued in 2011 after all COC concentrations in four consecutive rounds of sampling were below 
their respective performance standards. As a result, all RAOs for OU5 had been achieved. A RACR establishing RC 
for OU5 was finalized in January 2012 and site closure activities have been initiated, to include well abandonment 
and the removal of established ICs.  

2.5.1 Site 1—Borrow Pit/Landfill 
Site 1 consist of an area of approximately 4 acres and is located west of an access road in the northeastern 
portion of MCAS Cherry Point. It is a former borrow pit area that was later used for waste disposal. The northern 
boundary of Site 1 is approximately 100 feet south of Reed’s Gut, and the other boundaries include an unnamed 
tributary to the west, a line 200 feet north of an unpaved road to the south, and the unpaved access road to the 
east.  

The area was originally a borrow pit area that was later used for waste disposal. Site use reportedly began in the 
mid‐ to late‐1950s, and continued for an unknown period of time. No records were kept detailing the quantities or 
types of wastes that were disposed of at the site. Some chemical waste, crushed 55‐gallon drums, and 
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construction and demolition debris were reported to have been disposed of at the site, but only small amounts of 
rubble and trash were seen onsite during the IAS.  

2.5.2 Site 2—Borrow Pit/Landfill 
Site 2 consist of an area of approximately 6 acres and is located east of an access road in the northeastern portion 
of MCAS Cherry Point, directly opposite Site 1. The area is bounded on the east and northeast by an unnamed 
tributary to Reed’s Gut, an unpaved road to the south and southwest, and the unpaved access road to the west.  

Like Site 1, it is a former borrow pit area that was later used for waste disposal. Site use reportedly began in the 
mid‐ to late‐1950s, and continued for an unknown period of time. No records were kept detailing the quantities or 
types of wastes that were disposed of at the site. Some chemical waste, crushed 55‐gallon drums, and 
construction and demolition debris were reported to have been disposed of at the site, but only small amounts of 
rubble and trash were seen onsite during the IAS. 

2.6 Operable Unit 6: Site 12—Crash Crew Training Area 
OU6 includes one FFA site, Site 12, the Crash Crew Training Area, and consists of the eastern portion of Runway 
28, an east‐west trending runway along the eastern edge of MCAS Cherry Point. Initially a second site, Site 35, was 
included in OU6 because of its proximity to Site 12. However, Site 35 is listed as a RCRA SWMU and therefore was 
remediated under the provisions of RCRA. The boundaries and location of OU6 are shown on Figure 2‐6. Site 12 is 
located along the south‐central portion of Runway 28. Grassy areas to the north, south, and east border the 
runway, with dense woods beyond the grass. Hancock Creek is located approximately 700 feet east of the eastern 
end of Runway 28. 

Site 12 was identified in the IAS and RFA, which indicated that Site 12 had been used for crash crew training 
activities since themed‐1960s. According to the IAS, waste petroleum products and burnable solvents (likely non‐
chlorinated) were formerly burned in one of two circular bermed areas on Runway 28, but that only contaminated 
fuel was burned at the time the report was written. The IAS also indicated that spills and leaks from the burn pits 
were evident and that stained and oily soil was present in the drainage swale south of Runway 28. 

Sampling was conducted during a 21‐unit RFI in 1991. Total petroleum hydrocarbon (TPH) contamination was 
detected in the soil and sediment samples, and additional sampling of all media was recommended. Additional 
samples were collected in 1993. TPH contamination was found to be limited in area and depth; however, further 
investigation of inorganic constituents in soil and groundwater was recommended at Site 12.  

During a 1999 site visit, some clarification was obtained regarding the nature of the burn pits that pre‐dated the 
current concrete burn pit constructed in 1985. According to interviewed crash crew personnel, the former burn 
pits were constructed of dirt placed on top of the asphalt runway surface and shaped into circular berms. The 
crash crew personnel recalled the existence of two dirt burn pits of this type, and indicated that fuels (including 
gas and diesel) and magnesium aircraft parts were formerly burned in the pits. A review of historic aerial 
photographs revealed five separate locations where earthen burn pits had once been located since the early 
1960s, with either two or three of the burn pits being present at any one time. 

The Crash Crew Burn Pit is a circular concrete pad currently used to burn waste JP‐5 (i.e., jet fuel) to train crash 
crews to extinguish fires. The concrete burn pit was constructed in the mid‐1980s, and is approximately 100 feet 
in diameter with a 5‐inch‐high curb around the circumference. The burn pit is drained through subsurface piping 
to a nearby oil–water separator, as is a circular trench drain that rings the outside of the burn pit to capture fire 
water not contained within the burn pit. Between 1985 and 1990, effluent from the oil‐water separator was 
discharged through a NPDES‐permitted outfall to the nearby drainage swale. Around 1990, the effluent pipe of 
the separator was welded shut. After training exercises or a heavy rainfall, facilities maintenance personnel pump 
all liquids from the oil–water separator and transport them to the IWTP. 

The Draft RI conducted for OU6 concluded that, based on the limited number of constituents that pose potential 
human health risk only within an unrealistic exposure pathway, an FS did not appear to be warranted, and no 
further action was recommended at Site 12. However, regulator concerns regarding the extent of sampling 
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beneath historic burn pit locations were expressed, and a Supplemental Site Investigation (SSI) was initiated in 
October 2003. The final SSI, completed in May 2005, included additional soil and groundwater sampling beneath 
the former burn pit locations. The final RI report incorporated the SSI and was submitted in August 2005.   

The RI recommended that an FFS be prepared for Site 12 addressing the VOCs naphthalene and 2‐
methylnaphthalene exceedences in subsurface soil and groundwater at Burn Pit E.   

A Final FS was recommended to evaluate potential RAs. Remedial alternatives evaluated in the FS were presented 
in the PRAP and finalized in the ROD for OU6 signed in September 2006. The selected remedy for OU6 included 
removal of contaminated soil, MNA for groundwater, and ICs that will limit exposure to and prohibit the use of 
surficial groundwater.   

The removal of contaminated soils at OU6 began in March 2007 and was completed in May 2007. The Draft IRACR 
was submitted in July 2007, but finalization of the document was suspended after successful completion of the 
remediation and the likely closure of OU6 was found to be imminent in early 2008.  

The Navy and MCAS Cherry Point initiated VGM at OU6 in May 2005 to monitor VOC concentrations found to 
exceed State groundwater quality standards identified in the FS. VGM was conducted on a semiannual basis until 
2007, when the OU6 LTM program established in the ROD replaced it.  

In late 2008, LTM activities were terminated at OU6, as all organic compound COCs were found during four or 
more consecutive quarterly sampling events to either be no longer detected or at concentrations below the 
performance standards specified in the OU6 ROD. In addition, the recurring elevated arsenic concentrations in a 
single monitoring well were found to be the result of a damaged well screen; upon retrofit of the monitoring well, 
the arsenic concentrations were found to be below regulatory screening criteria in multiple sampling events. A 
RACR establishing RC for OU6 was finalized in August 2008.  

2.7 Operable Unit 13 
OU13 consist of an area of approximately 61 acres and is located in the southeastern portion of MCAS Cherry 
Point near Runway 32. OU13 contains two FFA sites, Sites 19 and 21, as well as releases to groundwater from 
Site 44B, a former sludge application area. OU13 is not currently used for any active purpose other than providing 
a buffer of cleared land adjacent to Runway 32. The location and boundaries of OU13 and the site locations within 
OU13 are shown on Figure 2‐7. 

Sites 19 and 21 were identified in the IAS and RFA, and Site 44B was identified in the 21‐unit RFI. Between 1985 
and 1987, groundwater samples were collected at Sites 19 and 21 as part of an IRI to identify contaminated sites. 
In November 1991, additional groundwater samples were collected at OU13 as part of the 21‐unit RFI to support a 
Corrective Measures Study and to verify releases from various sites. During the RI field activities for OU13 
conducted in 1994 and 1999, soil, groundwater, surface water, sediment, and fish tissue samples were collected. 
An FS was recommended to evaluate remedial alternatives associated with potential unacceptable risks to human 
health based on concentrations of VOCs, pesticides, and/or inorganic constituents that exceeded screening 
criteria in groundwater and surface water.  

A final FFS was recommended to evaluate potential RAs. Remedial alternatives evaluated in the FFS were 
presented in the PRAP and finalized in the ROD for OU13 signed in September 2005. The selected remedy for 
OU13 included MNA of groundwater and ICs that will limit exposure to and prohibit the use of surficial 
groundwater. 

In October 2003, the Navy initiated VGM at OU13 to monitor VOC concentrations found to exceed State 
groundwater quality standards identified in the FFS. VGM was conducted on a semiannual basis until 2006, when 
it was supplanted by the LTM program for OU13 specified in the ROD. In 2007, the LTM sampling frequency was 
increased to quarterly. In August 2012, four consecutive rounds of sampling confirmed that all of the constituents 
detected in groundwater no longer exceeded the performance standards defined in the OU13 ROD. As a result, 
LTM in support of the MNA remedy was terminated. A RACR, documenting that the RAOs for OU13 have been 
achieved and that no further CERCLA action is required, was finalized in May 2013. 
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2.7.1 Site 19—Borrow Pit/Landfill (South of Runway 32) 
Site 19 consists of an area of approximately 16 acres that includes several former borrow pits that were 
reportedly used for waste disposal. Site 19 is located on the northern side of Runway 32, with Hancock Creek and 
the tributary Shop Branch to the north and east. There are wetland areas adjacent to Hancock Creek and Shop 
Branch.  

Parts of Site 19 were first disturbed in 1949 and used through the early 1960s. Fly ash from the steam plant, 
wastes from NADEP, and asbestos‐lined piping may have been disposed of in the borrow pits. No records were 
kept detailing quantities or specific types of wastes.  

2.7.2 Site 21—Borrow Pit/Landfill (South of Runway 32) 
Site 21 consists of an area of approximately 36 acres that includes several borrow pits that were reportedly used 
for waste disposal. Site 21 is located south of Runway 32, and Shop Branch runs through Site 21 before crossing 
under the runway.  

Similar to Site 19, parts of Site 21 were first disturbed in 1949 and used through the early 1960s. Fly ash from the 
steam plant, wastes from NADEP, and asbestos‐lined piping may have been disposed of in the borrow pits. No 
records were kept detailing quantities or specific types of wastes.  

2.7.3 Site 44B—Former Sludge Application Area 
Site 44B consists of a relatively flat 11‐acre area adjacent to Site 21 where sludge from the STP was applied. The 
area was reportedly a landfill in the 1950s and 1960s, and the waste reportedly included asbestos pipe. Between 
September and November 1987, liquid sludge from the STP digesters was reportedly land‐applied at Site 44B. The 
sludge may have contained organic compounds and other constituents that were not digested during the sewage 
treatment process. 

2.8 Operable Unit 14: Site 90—Building 130 VOC-Contaminated 
Groundwater 

Site 90 is a cVOC‐contaminated groundwater plume first identified near Building 130, which is used as an aircraft 
hangar. Prior to the current CERCLA investigation, the only investigations and remedial activities in the Building 
130 area have been carried out as part of a Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) project conducted in 1994 and 
the abandoned aviation fuel pipeline investigation managed by the MCAS Cherry Point UST program. The location 
and boundaries of OU14 are shown on Figure 2‐8. 

In 1994, soil and groundwater samples were collected in the Site 90 area to support a BRAC project aimed at 
identifying potential contamination, which would require cleanup prior to construction of new facilities. 
Designated as BRAC Site 7, no significant risks were identified; however, the report stated that remediation was 
needed for soils impacted with TPH above State criteria.  

In 1995, a Site Assessment was conducted focusing on the abandoned underground aviation fuel line system. 
Investigative results indicated that multiple releases of jet and gasoline‐grade fuels had occurred at several 
locations over time and the presence of free product (i.e., jet fuel) in groundwater was observed at the western 
end of Building 130.  

In 1997, a Corrective Action Plan was submitted which included the recovery of free product and the restoration 
of petroleum‐contaminated soil and groundwater at Building 130. The proposed remediation system in the 
Building 130 area consisted of free product recovery, groundwater remediation by air sparging, and soil 
remediation by soil vapor extraction. In 2001, the remediation system at Building 130 was constructed. 

In 2000, groundwater samples were collected as part of the OU1 RI and based on the groundwater data, it was 
decided that Site 90 be addressed separately from OU1. In 2001, a RI for Site 90 was initiated with the preparation 
and regulatory approval of the RI Work Plan.  The October 2002 Phase I fieldwork included groundwater and soil 
sampling and indicated that the cVOC plume in the Hanger 130 area extended further downgradient (northwest) 
than previously thought. Consequently, a Phase II investigation was conducted in October 2003 to determine the 
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full extent of the cVOC plume in the surficial aquifer and included sampling nearly 60 monitoring wells along the 
flight line area. In April 2005, a Phase III data gap investigation was conducted and included installation of 
monitoring wells and groundwater sampling, as well as ecological sampling of sediments and surface water in the 
unnamed tributary of Mill Creek on the edge of the flight line area. The Phase II Interim Report was submitted in 
June 2005.  

During initial examination of the Phase III RI results, it was determined that data gaps still existed with regard to 
potential surface water and sediment contamination in the drainage ditch to the northwest of OU14. Based on 
the data gaps, a screening‐level ERA (SLERA) was conducted for OU14 (Site 90) as part of the ongoing Phase III RI. 
Because the area that includes Site 90 is industrialized and consists of paved surfaces (e.g., runways, taxiways, 
aircraft parking areas) and buildings, there was no habitat or ecological resources present within the site 
boundaries that were addressed as part of the SLERA. Instead, aquatic receptors in a downgradient stream (water 
column biota and benthic macroinvertebrates) were evaluated for potential risk from exposure to cVOC‐
contaminated groundwater originating from Site 90 that could possibly discharge to surface water and sediment 
of the stream. This perennial stream, which is an unnamed tributary of Mill Creek, is approximately 1,400 feet 
long and 1,000 feet northwest of Site 90. Surface water and sediment samples were collected in April 2006, and 
the SLERA was performed in June 2006. The SLERA concluded that contaminated groundwater is not contributing 
significant levels of contaminants of potential ecological concern (COPECs) to the downgradient aquatic habitat, 
and no further ecological investigation are warranted for OU14. 

The Final OU14 RI Report was submitted in December 2008, and includes the results of the human health and 
ecological risk assessments. Based on an evaluation of the data collected during all phases of the RI, including 
historical data, cVOC contamination is limited to surficial aquifer groundwater, while petroleum UST‐related 
contamination is prevalent throughout the site in soil and surficial aquifer groundwater.  

The Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) results showed no risks above acceptable ranges from 
exposure to surface water, sediment, or groundwater from the Yorktown Aquifer. With respect to surficial aquifer 
groundwater, the HHRA results indicated potentially unacceptable risks for hypothetical future potable water use 
by an adult resident (iron), future child resident (benzene, arsenic, iron, and manganese), and lifetime resident 
(vinyl chloride and arsenic). No risks or hazards above acceptable ranges were identified for the construction 
worker, current/future industrial worker, or an adult/ adolescent trespasser/visitor.  

The results of the vapor intrusion screening showed no indication of the need to mitigate vapor issues under 
current industrial exposures, based on a comparison of estimated indoor air concentrations to occupational 
exposure limits. No COPCs exceeded the occupational exposure limits—that is, no immediate action is needed for 
current OU14 site workers or for future workers at any location under current occupational exposure conditions. 

Based on the results documented in the RI report, it was recommended that an FS be completed to evaluate 
remedial alternatives to address potential human health risks (calculated in HHRA and exceedences of NC2L 
Groundwater Standards) related to cVOCs in the surficial aquifer groundwater. Remedial alternatives for 
petroleum contamination are under the purview of the UST Program. The OU14 FS report was submitted and 
finalized in 2009. 

The vapor intrusion screening indicated a need for further evaluation of the vapor intrusion pathway to refine the 
understanding of the potential pathway for future onsite industrial workers and future residents if new buildings 
or structures are to be built. Therefore, indoor air vapor issues will be evaluated in the future, if necessary, prior 
to construction of new buildings. Remedial alternatives for groundwater would indirectly address vapor issues. 

The Proposed Plan for OU14 was completed in April 2009; the selected remedy was MNA for groundwater and ICs 
to address groundwater and potential vapor intrusion issues. The public meeting to present the OU14 Proposed 
Plan was held in May 2009 and the public review and comment period extended into June 2009. The Final ROD for 
OU14 was submitted in August 2009 and was signed on September 28, 2009. 

The RD for the IC portion of the selected remedy was finalized in March 2010. This RD defines the IC boundaries 
for OU14 and describes how ICs will be implemented and enforced. The initiation of the MNA portion of the 
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remedy was implemented in stages, commencing with a baseline round of groundwater monitoring to establish 
initial groundwater conditions at the time of remedy implementation and to provide additional data to allow the 
optimal placement of additional monitoring wells to complete the network for LTM going forward. The baseline 
sampling activities were completed in June 2010. Following the evaluation of the data from this sampling event, 
additional LTM monitoring well locations were recommended and the LTM work plan was finalized in 2011. The 
LTM program at OU14 consists of annual groundwater sampling from 73 surficial aquifer monitoring wells to 
evaluate the progress of the MNA groundwater remedy. LTM activities are to continue until COC concentrations 
reach the performance goals specified in the ROD. The first annual round of LTM groundwater sampling was 
conducted in June 2011. The report presenting the LTM results was finalized in May 2012.  

An IRACR for OU14 was prepared to document the implementation of the RA (ICs and MNA of groundwater) and 
the establishment of remedy‐in‐place (RIP). The IRACR was finalized in June 2011. 

2.9 Operable Unit 15: Site 82—Slocum Creek in the Vicinity of 
OU2 and OU3 

OU15 is the portion of Slocum Creek adjacent to OU2 and OU3 located along the east bank of Slocum Creek. The 
northern boundary of OU15 is the Slocum Bridge and the southern boundary extends across the creek from the 
southern boundary of OU2. The location and boundaries of OU15 are shown on Figure 2‐9. 

Remedial investigations conducted for OU2 and OU3 included sampling and analysis of surface water and 
sediment in the portion of Slocum Creek adjacent to OU2 and OU3. While the RI identified unacceptable risks to 
human health within the onshore boundaries of OU2 and OU3, there was some uncertainty concerning potential 
risks associated with Slocum Creek surface water and sediment adjacent to OU2 and OU3 and with potential risks 
associated with the consumption of fish from Slocum Creek. Therefore, the decision was made by the Navy, 
USEPA, and NCDENR to designate the portion of Slocum Creek adjacent to OU2 and OU3 as OU15 allowing 
completion of the decision documents (i.e., RODs) for OU2 and OU3 and subsequent implementation of RAs. 
Additional studies (e.g., risk assessments) were conducted for OU15 to determine potential risks to human health 
and the environment from past contaminant migration from OU2 and OU3 into Slocum Creek. 

During 1998 and 1999, surface water, sediment, and fish samples were collected from Slocum Creek in support of 
the HHRA and the ERA. Fish tissue sampling was conducted in Slocum Creek in 1998 to support the HHRA, while 
additional surface water and sediment samples were collected from Slocum Creek near OU2 and OU3 in 1999 to 
support the ERA. The risk assessment concluded that there were no unacceptable risks to human health from 
exposure to constituents detected in surface water and sediment or from consumption of fish from Slocum Creek. 
The risk assessment also concluded that there were no unacceptable risks to ecological receptors associated with 
OU15 surface water and sediment. The results of the risk assessments indicate that, based on available 
information, OU15 does not present an unacceptable risk to human health and the environment.  

The OU15 PRAP was finalized in October 2002, followed by the final OU15 ROD, which was signed in July 2003. A 
no‐action alternative was selected for OU15 based on the determination that there were no risks to either human 
health or the environment. 

2.10 Points of Environmental Interest 22 and 23—Radioactive 
Waste Storage Areas #1 and #2 

Both points of environmental interest (POEI) 22 and POEI 23 are located within the FRCE. POEI 22 is located in a 
covered fenced, bermed area near the western corner of Building 133, and POEI 23 is located in the southeast 
corner room of Building 134. The location and boundaries of POEI 22 and 23 are shown on Figure 2‐10.  

POEI 22 consists of a concrete pad and curb covered with an overhead roof that is fenced to control site access, 
while POEI 23 consist of a concrete floor room approximately 20 by 30 feet in area. The POEIs were initially 
identified during separate site visits in February and April 1998, respectively. Both areas were historically used to 
store low‐level radioactive solids such as magnesium thorium, a byproduct of the aircraft manufacture process. 
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Waste scrap, millings, etc., were strictly managed in accordance with the standard operating procedure for 
ionizing radiation and placed in sealed 55‐gallon drums, properly labeled, stored and disposed of by radiological 
safety office personnel. By following the standard operating procedure, there was extremely low probability for a 
radiological release at either POEI.  

Based on this information, it was recommended in an October 2000 POEI closure request that POEIs 22 and 23 be 
classified as requiring no further action. In September 2000, the Tier I Partnering Team agreed to retain these 
areas as POEIs pending receipt of additional information regarding operations at the sites. In April 2006, based on 
the survey report, RASO determined that POEIs 22 and 23 met the NRC criteria for unrestricted use. In April 2008, 
the Navy submitted a letter to USEPA documenting the findings of the 2006 RASO survey and requesting closure 
of POEIs 22 and 23. USEPA responded in May 2008 with a concurrence letter approving the NFA designation for 
POEIs 22 and 23. As a result, these sites are closed and are no longer active Preliminary Screening Areas. 

2.11 POEI 35a—High Power Engine Run-Up Area and Test Cells 
POEI 35a consists of the eastern end of Runway 28, next to Site 12 (OU6). The runway surface in this area is 
mostly asphalt, with a number of relatively small concrete pads. The area is bordered with grassy areas with 
dense woods beyond. The location and boundaries of POEI 35a is shown on Figure 2‐11. POEI 35a is also known as 
Site Screening Area (SSA) 35a. 

The majority of the area is used for engine high power run‐up activities where aircraft engines, either mounted on 
racks or within the aircraft, are run at high speeds for maintenance purposes. The southwestern portion of POEI 
35a is used for experimentation of long‐term storage and preservation of aircraft. POEI 35a was identified during 
a 1997 site visit as a potential contaminant source area based on the historical activities at similar sites.  

Sampling results from 1996 and 1999 field efforts were presented in the POEI Evaluation Report. Completed in 
January 2004, the final report concluded that there had not been a significant release of contaminants to the 
environment from POEI 35a (SSA 35a) and recommended no further action at the site. The Decision Document for 
POEI 35a (SSA 35a) documenting the NFA decision was signed in June 2004. 

2.12 Site 85—Hobby Shop Disposal Area 
Site 85 is a waste disposal area located near the eastern shoreline of Slocum Creek that covers approximately 
½ acre. Situated immediately west of the Auto Hobby Shop (OU2, Site 76) and south of the old sanitary landfill 
(OU2, Site 10), the majority of Site 85 consists of a forested area sloping to the west toward Slocum Creek. The 
location and boundaries of Site 85 are shown on Figure 2‐12. 

Site 85 contained a significant amount of largely surface debris that had been disposed of at the site. The exposed 
debris included empty 55‐gallon drums, empty 5‐ to 15‐gallon steel pails, automobiles, concrete debris, office 
equipment, rubber tires, fire hoses, steel matting, pipes, metal spectator bleachers, and various other items. No 
records indicating the quantities or types of wastes disposed of at the site are known to exist, nor is it specifically 
known when disposal activities occurred. 

In 1997, site inspections revealed evidence that MCAS Cherry Point residents, including children, had accessed 
and used the site for play activities. A rope swing was found hanging from a tree. As a result of this discovery, an 
emergency response action was taken to secure the site with fencing to prevent potential human exposure. 
Following a wetlands delineation effort to minimize wetlands impacts, a debris removal action was completed at 
the site, with approximately 30 to 40 cubic yards of debris removed from the site. 

In 2001, a Site Screening Process (SSP) investigation was conducted at Site 85. The SSP investigation included the 
collection of soil and groundwater samples to determine if residual contamination remained at the site following 
the debris removal, and whether groundwater had been impacted by past disposal activities. The SSP report 
completed concluded that there was no significant contamination and no further action was recommended. An 
SSA Decision Document for Site 85 was signed in September 2003, documenting regulatory concurrence with the 
NFA recommendation.  
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2.13 Former Skeet and Trap Range #1 
Former Skeet and Trap Range #1 is located within MCAS Cherry Point along the Neuse River adjacent to the golf 
course, and is a part of the MCAS Cherry Point NPL site (Figure 2‐13). The former shooting station was located in 
an area that is currently a forested riparian buffer zone between the golf course greenway and the Neuse River. 
The shooting station was oriented to the north with almost the entire shotfall zone being in the Neuse River.  

According to the Range Identification and Preliminary Range Assessment, completed by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers in 2001, MCAS Cherry Point requested the construction of six skeet or trap sets and two shotgun 
flexible mounts on September 8, 1943. Both skeet and trap shooting were conducted at the range site. Skeet 
shooting consisted of a shooter moving through a series of eight stations shooting at clay target disks, which are 
thrown from elevated towers. Trap shooting consisted of a shooter standing at one location shooting at clay 
target disks that are thrown from a pithouse. Shooting is done with shotguns using varying sizes of lead shot. The 
site was in use before the United States Fish and Wildlife Service regulated the use of lead shot to protect 
waterfowl from the effects of lead poisoning. The Skeet Range appears on maps from 1949 through 1955 and is 
no longer used for the firing of live ammunition, as the site is now associated with the golf course. The Range 
Identification and Preliminary Range Assessment states that the types of munitions used at the range included 
12‐gauge shotguns and number 7½ shot. No information is available regarding the quantity of munitions that 
were used. 

Field activities for an SI were completed in May 2009, and included the collection of surface water samples that 
were analyzed for total and dissolved metals, hardness, PAHs, and water quality parameters; sediment samples 
that were analyzed for metals, PAHs, grain size, and total organic carbon; and surface soil samples that were 
analyzed for metals, PAHs, and perchlorate. Findings of the field activities are documented in the SI report 
finalized in October 2010 (CH2M HILL, 2010b). Based on detections of several PAHs in soil, surface water, and 
sediment, the Navy has pursued the development of a Watershed Contaminated Source Document (WCSD) to 
determine whether these detections are related to Former Skeet and Trap Range #1 or the result of non‐site‐
related, anthropogenic sources of contamination. In addition, the Navy has conducted an Expanded SI to collect 
additional samples to further characterize PAH concentrations in surface water and sediment in and around the 
Former Skeet and Trap Range #1. The Expanded SI fieldwork was conducted in February 2012 and the Expanded SI 
report and WCSD were completed in 2012.  A no further action Decision Document was finalized in March 2013.    
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CRASH CREW TRAINING AREA
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SITE 90
VOC-CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER
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Figure 2-9
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POEI 23
RADIOACTIVE WASTE STORAGE AREA #2

POEI 22
RADIOACTIVE WASTE STORAGE AREA #1

Figure 2-10
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POEI 35A
HIGH POWER ENGINE RUN-UP AREA AND TEST CELLS

Figure 2-11
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SECTION 3 

Removal Actions and Interim Remedial Actions 
Removal actions are taken to prevent immediate and substantial harm to human health. RAs are conducted to 
prevent a potential release of contaminants and/or further migration of contaminants. RAs are conducted as part 
of the final site remedy. Historic removal and RAs that have been conducted or identified at MCAS Cherry Point 
FFA sites are presented below, listed according to the OU and site. The Navy will continue to identify possible 
removal and RAs as investigation activities continue.  

3.1 Operable Unit 1 
3.1.1 Site 16—Landfill at Sandy Branch 
In 1996, a pilot-scale AS/SVE system was installed for groundwater remediation to determine operational viability 
at the site. In 1997, a time-critical removal action was conducted at the site to remove an exposed debris pile 
containing asbestos, steel storage tanks, and soil contaminated with petroleum hydrocarbons. In 1998, a full-scale 
AS/SVE system was installed as part of a non-time-critical removal action for VOCs in groundwater. The partnering 
team agreed to shut down the AS/SVE system in February 2005, due to completion of the removal action. 

3.1.2 OU1 Central Groundwater Plume Interim Remedial Action  
In 1996, with the promulgation of the Interim ROD for the OU1 Central Groundwater Plume, development of a 
P&T groundwater remedial system was initiated to remove VOCs in groundwater by “stripping” VOCs from the 
extracted groundwater. Construction on the system started in early 1997 with the drilling of ten groundwater 
extraction wells. The P&T system was completed in late 1998 and operational in February 1999. As a result of 
decreasing efficiency and the potential for interference with ongoing attempts to further define the nature and 
extent of groundwater contamination beneath OU1, the P&T system was shut down in February 2005. Alternative 
remediation technologies were evaluated as part of the OU1 FS activities. 

3.1.3 Site 51—Building 137 Former Plating Shop  
In 2001, an enhanced bioremediation treatability study was initiated involving the injection of HRC into surficial 
aquifer groundwater at Site 51. The purpose of the treatability study was to determine the effectiveness of the 
technique to remediate a small plume of cVOCs in the shallow groundwater beneath each site. In mid-2001, prior 
to injecting the substrate, groundwater sampling was conducted to provide an initial baseline of VOC 
concentrations and geotechnical parameters (e.g., pH, temperature, etc.). In late 2001, HRC was injected into 
25 injection points followed by 6 post-injection monitoring events over a 1-year time period. At the end of the 
1-year, post-injection monitoring period, the concentration of total cVOCs had been reduced more than 
90 percent in the heart of the plume, but individual constituents remained at concentrations above regulatory 
screening criteria. The study concluded that to further reduce residual concentrations, additional treatment 
would be needed.  

3.1.4 Site 51—Building 137 Former Plating Shop and Site 52—Building 133 Former 
Plating Shop and Ditch 

In 2005, an enhanced bioremediation treatability study was initiated at Sites 51 and 52. Similar to the 2001 
treatability study performed at Site 51 using HRC®, this treatability study involved injecting the substrate EHC into 
shallow groundwater beneath each site for the purpose of determining its effectiveness to remediate cVOCs. In 
late 2004, prior to the EHC injection, groundwater monitoring of VOC concentrations and geotechnical 
parameters (e.g., pH, temperature, etc.) was conducted to gain a baseline perspective of groundwater conditions. 
EHC was injected into 47 injection points (21 points at Site 51 and 26 points at Site 52), and four post-injection 
monitoring events were conducted over an 8-month time period with the final post-injection performance 
monitoring event completed in November 2005. The results were evaluated to determine the effectiveness of the 
EHC injection, and were summarized in a treatability study report that was finalized in December 2007. The report 
concluded that the EHC injection was initially effective in reducing cVOC concentrations in wells located near the 
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injection points and that cVOC mass reduction was achieved. However, the concentrations of some of the 
contaminants rebounded significantly with time, in part due to under-dosing of the injected substrate as well as 
the likely presence of contributing cVOC sources such as dense non-aqueous phase liquids in the aquifer. 

3.1.5 Sandy Branch Tributary #2 
In 2007, the MCAS Cherry Point Partnering Team developed a clean-up strategy for Sandy Branch Tributary #2 and 
adjacent flood plain areas that would be carried out as a NTCRA. The NTCRA would remove sediments and soil 
contaminated with various COPCs (several inorganics, pesticides, PAHs, and other SVOCs) to levels protective of 
at-risk ecological receptors (i.e., benthic macroinvertebrates).  

In preparation for the NTCRA, an EE/CA was prepared and finalized in January 2008. The EE/CA compared and 
evaluated several removal action alternatives and formed the basis of the selection of a sediment and soil 
removal technique for the NTCRA. The selected remedial alternative was the mechanical excavation of stream 
sediments and floodplain soil/sediment followed by backfilling with clean fill material. 

The Removal Action Work Plan to implement the NTCRA was finalized in May 2008, and the NTCRA was 
completed between June and August 2008. The RA closeout report was finalized in June 2009. 

3.1.6 OU1 Central Groundwater Plume In-Situ Enhanced Bioremediation Pilot 
Study  

In August 2010, the MCAS Cherry Point Partnering Team agreed to conduct a field-scale pilot study at OU1 to 
evaluate the site-specific effectiveness of in-situ enhanced bioremediation downgradient of Building 133 near the 
source of the Central Groundwater Plume. The purpose of this pilot study is to gather information to aid in the 
selection of a final remedy to address the plume and also to possibly contribute in the Remedial Design phase. 
The pilot study includes the installation of 14 injection wells (seven nested pairs, each consisting of one upper 
surficial and one lower surficial aquifer well) and 5 monitoring wells (two upper surficial and three lower surficial 
aquifer wells), the injection of reagents (i.e., emulsified vegetable oil and a bioaugmentation culture), and post-
injection performance monitoring via 5 rounds of groundwater sampling and analysis. The pilot study well 
installation and reagent injection field activities were completed in May and June 2011. Post-injection 
groundwater monitoring activities are underway and will be completed in 2013. 

3.1.7 OU1 Central Groundwater Plume Permeable Reactive Barrier Pilot Study 
In March 2011, the MCAS Cherry Point Partnering Team agreed to move forward on a pilot study to construct a 
PRB in the downgradient portion of the Central Groundwater Plume near East Prong Slocum Creek. The PRB will 
be 600 feet in length and consist of a combination of zero-valent iron and sand. The results of the PRB pilot study 
will help determine the maximum feasible trenching depth that can be achieved given the subsurface conditions 
at MCAS Cherry Point and may also provide valuable data for a future Remedial Design (RD) report for the Central 
Groundwater Plume. The PRB installation was completed in August 2012. 

3.2 Operable Unit 2: Site 10—Old Sanitary Landfill 
In 1996, a SVE pilot study was conducted at Site 10, and in 1997 a full-scale SVE system was installed to treat soil 
at four soil hot spot areas. According to the 5-year review conducted in 2002, the SVE remedy was operating as 
designed and that VOC mass removal had continued to increase at significant rates at two hot spots, 1 and 3, 
while little to no removal observed at the two other hot spots, 2 and 4. The SVE treatment of the soil hot spots 
was discontinued in August 2003 because the system was no longer removing a significant mass of contamination; 
was not performing as a cost-effective remedial approach; and to allow the area to regain equilibrium (i.e., to 
return to its natural state without the SVE) before collecting soil samples.  

After the SVE system was shut down, periodic (roughly annual) soil sampling was conducted at Site 10, Hot Spots 
1, 2, 3, and 4 between 2004 and 2006. The sampling results indicated that soil VOC concentrations at Hot Spots 1, 
3, and 4 were below the screening criteria and these hot spots were removed from further sampling. Further soil 
sampling was conducted at Hot Spot 2 in 2007 and 2008 to complete the delineation of contamination.  
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The system removal was completed in April 2010 and a Construction Closeout Report was finalized in July 2010. 

LTM of groundwater associated with the MNA component of the remedy began in October 2002, and includes the 
collection of groundwater, surface water, and sediment samples in and around OU2. LTM will continue until it is 
confirmed that the constituents detected in groundwater do not exceed the performance standards identified in 
the ROD. 

An effort to evaluate and optimize the OU2 LTM program based on the findings to date was completed in May 
2011. The OU2 LTM Evaluation recommended changes to the groundwater and surface water monitoring 
programs; in May 2011, the MCAS Cherry Point Partnering Team agreed to move forward with the proposed 
changes. The new OU2 LTM program began in 2012. 

Since OU2 has a ROD in place, to address Hot Spot 2 soil contamination an FFS that evaluated additional remedial 
alternatives for soil at Site 10, Hot Spot 2 was finalized in February 2011.  The Proposed Plan for Site 10, Hot 
Spot 2 was finalized in April 2011. The preferred alternative presented in the Proposed Plan consisted of the 
installation of a soil cover over areas of Hot Spot 2 where soil concentrations exceed NC SSLs to prevent direct 
exposure and limit infiltration and migration of soil/waste contamination to groundwater. The preferred 
alternative also included groundwater monitoring to ensure protection of Slocum Creek from groundwater 
discharge to surface water. An OU2 ROD Amendment was completed and signed in September 2011. 

The soil cover was successfully installed at Site 10, Hot Spot 2, in January and February 2012, and a Construction 
Completion Report was finalized in August 2012.  An IRACR for OU2 Site 10, Hot Spot 2, is to be completed in fiscal 
year 2013. 

3.3 Operable Unit 3 
Annual LTM of groundwater began in October 2002. In 2007, the LTM sampling frequency at OU3 was increased 
to a quarterly basis and in 2010 the sampling frequency was reduced to every third quarter (9 months). In 2011, 
LTM sampling was discontinued when the constituents detected in groundwater no longer exceeded the 
performance standards identified in the ROD.  The final RA Completion Report (RACR) was submitted in April 2012 
and documented that the RA for OU3 has met the RAOs stated in the ROD and has achieved RC. The LUCs at OU3 
will continue to be in effect and will remain unchanged as part of the long-term management of OU3. 

3.3.1 Site 6—Fly Ash Ponds 
In 1996, as part of the closure of the Air Station water treatment plant, the ponds at Site 6 were removed by 
solidifying and excavating the pond sludge, removing piping and debris, leveling the berms, and revegetating the 
site. The site was re-vegetated with pine seedlings in 1996 by MCAS Cherry Point personnel, as part of a “Longleaf 
Pine Initiative” to return the land to its natural state.  

3.3.2 Site 7—Old Incinerator and Adjacent Area 
In 2000, an AS system was installed at Site 7 to remediate a localized area of benzene soil contamination. AS was 
selected in favor of SVE due to the very shallow water table at the site, which would have been problematic for 
SVE. Based on the results of confirmatory soil samples collected in February 2001, it was noted that the extent of 
benzene contamination in soil at Site 7 extended beyond the radius of influence of the current AS system to the 
southwest and northeast. As a result, additional AS points were installed to address the extended area of 
contamination. Based on soil and groundwater monitoring results indicating that the AS system had effectively 
remediated the soil hot spot, the AS system was shut down in mid-2003. The MCAS Cherry Point Partnering Team 
agreed in October 2006 to remove the components of the AS system at Site 7, as it was not anticipated that any 
future use would be required. The AS system was removed in May 2007. 

3.4 Operable Unit 4: Site 4 – Borrow Pit/Landfill 
LTM of groundwater associated with the MNA component of the remedy began in May 2006. LTM will continue 
until it is confirmed that the constituents detected in groundwater do not exceed the performance standards 
identified in the ROD. 
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3.5 Operable Unit 5: Site 2—Borrow Pit/Landfill 
LTM of groundwater associated with the MNA component of the remedy began in May 2006. LTM was 
discontinued in 2011 after all COC concentrations in four consecutive rounds of sampling were below their 
respective performance standards; as a result, all RAOs for OU5 had been achieved. A RACR establishing RC for 
OU5 was finalized in January 2012 and site closure activities were initiated. 

3.6 Operable Unit 6 
3.6.1 Site 12—Crash Crew Training Area 
The removal of contaminated soils in the vicinity of former Burn Pit E began in March 2007 and was completed in 
May 2007. The purpose of the project was to remove a tar-like layer in subsurface soil that was a potential source 
of ethylbenzene, naphthalene, and 2-methylnaphthalene to groundwater. The excavation had a total depth of 
approximately 7.5 feet below ground surface and the total excavated volume was approximately 2,859 cubic 
yards, including asphalt. 

Excavation was accomplished using a hydraulic excavator. The top 3 feet of soil was stockpiled as anticipated 
“clean” overburden. Soils excavated from 3 to 7 feet below ground surface were stockpiled as waste. Verification 
samples were collected from the potentially clean overburden stockpiles to verify that the overburden could be 
used as backfill at the site. Due to NC SSL exceedences observed in the verification samples, the stockpiled 
overburden material was not used as backfill at the site, and additional backfill material from an offsite source 
was used to fulfill the deficit in backfill quantities. Characterization sample results indicated that the overburden 
material could be disposed of at a Subtitle D landfill.  

The final limits of excavation were verified by confirmation samples collected at six sidewall and four bed (floor) 
locations of the excavation. The confirmation samples were analyzed for ethylbenzene, 2-methylnaphthalene, and 
naphthalene. Confirmation sample concentrations were less than NC SSLs, thereby confirming that impacted soil 
had been removed in accordance with the soil RA requirements. The site was then backfilled with clean fill, 
compacted, and the surface restored with an asphalt pavement consisting of a stone base, 8 to 12 inches thick, 
covered by 3 inches of asphalt. 

Upon completion of the asphalt installation, a new monitoring well, 12GW08, was installed in the center of the 
excavation area in accordance with the RA Work Plan in order to allow LTM of groundwater directly beneath the 
former location of contaminated soils.  

LTM of groundwater associated with the MNA component of the remedy began in June 2007. In late 2008, LTM 
activities were terminated at OU6, as all COCs were found during four or more consecutive quarterly sampling 
events to either be no longer detected or at concentrations below the performance standards specified in the 
OU6 ROD. A RACR establishing RC for OU6 was finalized in August 2008. 

3.7 Operable Unit 13 
LTM of groundwater associated with the MNA component of the remedy began in May 2006. LTM will continue 
until it is confirmed that the constituents detected in groundwater do not exceed the performance standards 
identified in the ROD. 

3.8 Operable Unit 14 
LTM of groundwater began with the collection of a baseline round of LTM samples in June 2010. The LTM 
program at OU14 consists of annual groundwater sampling from 73 surficial aquifer monitoring wells to evaluate 
the progress of the MNA groundwater remedy.  The first annual round of LTM groundwater sampling was 
conducted in June 2011. LTM will continue until it is confirmed that the constituents detected in groundwater do 
not exceed the performance standards identified in the ROD. 
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3.9 Site 85—Hobby Shop Disposal Area 
Site 85 contained a significant amount of surface debris that had been disposed of at the site. The exposed debris 
included empty 55-gallon drums, empty 5- to 15-gallon steel pails, automobiles, concrete debris, office 
equipment, rubber tires, fire hoses, steel matting, pipes, metal spectator bleachers, and various other items.  No 
records indicating the quantities or types of wastes disposed of at the site are known to exist, nor is it specifically 
known when disposal activities occurred.  

In 1997, site inspections revealed evidence that MCAS Cherry Point residents, including children, had accessed 
and used the site for play activities. As a result of this discovery, an emergency response action was taken to 
secure the site with fencing to prevent potential human exposure. In 1998, following a wetlands delineation effort 
to minimize wetlands impacts, a debris removal was conducted, with approximately 30 to 40 cubic yards of debris 
removed from the site. 
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SECTION 4 

Environmental Regulations and Processes 

4.1 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
RCRA was enacted by Congress in 1976 as an amendment to the Solid Waste Disposal Act to address municipal 
and industrial solid waste. There are three programs regulated under RCRA: solid waste, hazardous waste, and 
USTs.  

The goals of RCRA are as follows: 

• Protect human health and the environment from the hazards posed by waste disposal, 

• Conserve energy and natural resources through waste recycling and recovery, 

• Reduce or eliminate, as expeditiously as possible, the amount of waste generated, including hazardous waste, 
and 

• Ensure that wastes are managed in a manner that is protective of human health and the environment. 

RCRA also provides corrective action authority for cleanup of pre-RCRA hazardous waste management units and 
non-hazardous SWMUs. 

4.2 Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act 

CERCLA, also known as Superfund, was enacted by Congress in 1980. This law gives the Federal government the 
authority to respond to releases or potential releases of hazardous substances into the environment that may 
eventually lead to harmful effects to the public or ecosystems. Cleanup costs are funded by taxation of chemical 
and petroleum industries.  

The roles of CERCLA are as follows: 

• Establish prohibitions and requirements for closed and abandoned hazardous waste sites, 

• Name person(s) or parties responsible for releases of hazardous wastes at these sites, and 

• Establish funds for cleanup when no responsible party can be identified. 

CERCLA authorizes two kinds of response actions: 

• Short-term removals, where actions can be taken to address releases or threatened releases requiring prompt 
response; and 

• Long-term remedial response actions, which permanently and significantly reduce the dangers associated 
with releases or threats of releases of hazardous substances that are serious but are not immediately life 
threatening. 

4.3 Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
On October 17, 1986, Congress amended CERCLA by passing the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
(SARA). Based on USEPA’s first 6 years of administering the Superfund program, SARA was passed to strengthen 
CERCLA authorities. Specifically, SARA: 

• Stressed the importance of permanent remedies and innovative treatment technologies in cleaning up 
hazardous waste sites, 

• Required Superfund actions to consider the standards and requirements found in other State and Federal 
environmental laws and regulations, 
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• Provided new enforcement authorities and settlement tools, 

• Increased state involvement in every phase of the Superfund program, 

• Increased the focus on human health problems posed by hazardous waste sites, 

• Encouraged greater citizen participation in making decisions on how sites should be cleaned up (see the 
Superfund Community Involvement Handbook in Appendix B), and  

• Increased the size of the trust fund to $8.5 billion. 

In addition, SARA “required USEPA to revise the Hazard Ranking System to ensure that it accurately assessed the 
relative degree of risk to human health and the environment posed by uncontrolled hazardous waste sites that 
may be placed on the NPL. More information is available at http://www.epa.gov/superfund/policy/sara.htm. 

4.4 Federal Facility Agreement 
The listing of MCAS Cherry Point on the NPL in 1994 required that the Navy, USEPA, and NCDENR enter into an 
interagency written agreement known as an FFA, which describes how and when CERCLA-related activities would 
be conducted at the base. Under the FFA, all past and future work at ERP sites, SWMUs, and AOCs were reviewed 
and a course of action for future work requirements at each site was developed. The purpose of the FFA is to 
ensure that the appropriate remedial (cleanup) actions are taken as necessary to protect human health and the 
environment and to expedite the cleanup process. The parties included in the FFA are partners in the ongoing 
environmental investigations at MCAS Cherry Point under the Navy’s ERP. The FFA provides a procedural 
framework for the continued cooperation and exchange of information among the parties.  

The FFA is available in the AR file, which is described in Section 7.1.  

4.5 Defense Environmental Restoration Program 
The Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP), along with its corresponding funding component, the 
Defense Environmental Restoration Account (DERA), was created in 1986 when Congress amended CERCLA. The 
DERP is managed by the DoD Office of the Deputy Undersecretary of Defense (Installations and Environment). 
Excerpts from the DERP 2010 Annual Report to Congress can be found in Appendix C.  

The DERP was established to address hazardous substances, pollutants, contaminants and military munitions 
remaining from past activities at military installations and formerly used defense sites (FUDS). Environmental 
restoration at BRAC installations is also part of the DERP.  

 Within the DERP, the DoD created two distinct programs, the IR Program and the munitions response (MR) 
Program, to address remediation of its sites. The IR program addresses sites impacted by hazardous substances, 
focusing on releases of pollutants or contaminants that pose a risk to human health or the environment. The MR 
program allows the DoD to respond to unexploded ordnance and military munitions waste at areas other than 
operational ranges. 

Currently, there are approximately 28,000 sites at 4,200 active installations, BRAC installations, and FUDS 
properties in the IR program. By the end of fiscal year (FY) 2009, the DoD had completed cleanup at: 

• 78% of hazardous waste sites and 43% of military munitions response sites on active installations, 
• 79% of hazardous waste sites and 62% of military munitions response sites on BRAC installations, and 
• 70% of hazardous waste sites and 35% of military munitions response sites on FUDS properties. 

More information on the DERP is available at the Defense Environmental Restoration Program web page: 
https://www.denix.osd.mil/derp/. 



   SECTION 4—ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATIONS AND PROCESSES 

ES102912033122VBO 4-3 

4.5.1 Navy Environmental Restoration Program 
The Department of the Navy Environmental Restoration Program 2010 Progress Report summarizes the history, 
organization, status, recent developments, and policy of the Navy’s ERP. Excerpts of the 2010 Progress Report can 
be found in Appendix D.   

The 2006 Navy Environmental Restoration Program Manual summarizes the organization and responsibilities of 
DoD and DoN offices and provides detailed discussions of terminology and procedures used in implementing the 
Navy/Marine Corps’ ER Program. Topics covered by the manual including funding and prioritization of sites; the 
site investigation and remediation process (summarized in section 4.6 of this document); community involvement 
and RABs; and other topics that are discussed more briefly in this document.  

The primary policy and guidance for the Navy’s environmental programs, including environmental restoration and 
pollution prevention, is OPNAV INST 5090.1C (30 Oct 2007). 

The Navy Environmental Restoration Program Manual, OPNAV INST 5090.1C, annual DoN progress report, and a 
wealth of other information about the Navy/Marine Corps ER Program are available via links on the NAVFAC 
Environmental Restoration & BRAC website: https://portal.navfac.navy.mil/go/erb.   

4.5.2 Environmental Restoration, Navy  
Environmental Restoration, Navy (ER,N) provides the Navy funding required for environmental restoration, 
munitions response, reduction and recycling of hazardous waste, and removal of unsafe buildings and debris. 
Funding is made available to the Secretary of the Navy by Congress, which then determines its distribution to the 
various programs. The ER,N is only available to address past contamination. Past contamination is defined as 
contamination resulting from the release, deposition, storage, disposal, or placement of hazardous substances, 
pollutants or contaminants, which is attributable to an installation action at a site that occurred before October 
17, 1986. Sites where contamination continued to occur on or after October 17, 1986, are generally not eligible 
for ER,N funding, with the exception of UST remediation. UST contamination is eligible for ER,N funding if it was 
discovered during initial integrity testing conducted before December 22, 1993. UST contamination discovered 
after this date is not ER,N eligible and remedial funding must be provided by the installation or claimant (e.g., by 
the Defense Energy Support Center).  

4.5.3 Installation Restoration Program  
The IR Program is a Navy initiative to identify, investigate, and clean up former waste disposal sites. In general, 
chemical waste originated from various activities, to include: industrial operations (e.g., electroplating, stripping, 
etching, cleaning, etc.) conducted by NADEP (formerly Naval Air Rework Facility); aircraft and ground support 
equipment painting operations conducted by NADEP and 2nd MAW; and MCAS Cherry Point power generation, to 
name a few. At the time, the DoD followed industry-wide standard methods to dispose of these wastes (e.g., 
solvents, waste oil, batteries, coal ash, wastewater sludge, etc.). For example, solid wastes were typically 
deposited in low-lying areas and covered with soil. Over time, however, new regulations and approaches were 
developed for waste disposal. RCRA was enacted in 1976 to deal with wastes at sites that are still operational, 
while CERCLA was enacted in 1980 to investigate and clean up abandoned hazardous waste sites. As 
environmental awareness and knowledge progressed alongside the enactment of environmental legislature, the 
DoD altered disposal practices to protect the environment and to conform to the environmental regulations. 

The Navy’s IR program was initiated in 1986, following the enactment of the SARA legislation, and replaced the 
NACIP. The purpose of the DoN IR program is to reduce the risk to human health and the environment from past 
waste disposal operations and hazardous material spills at DoN activities in a cost-effective manner consistent 
with DERP requirements.  

The three primary governmental entities involved in the cleanup of past contamination at MCAS Cherry Point are 
the USEPA, the state of North Carolina, and NAVFAC. The mission of USEPA is to protect human health and 
safeguard the environment. USEPA is the federal agency responsible for providing guidance on hazardous waste 
site operation issues and USEPA Superfund site cleanup activities. USEPA Region 4, based in Atlanta, Georgia, is 
responsible for oversight of MCAS Cherry Point ERP. NCDENR is the lead stewardship agency for the preservation 
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and protection of North Carolina’s environment and natural resources. Based in Raleigh, North Carolina, NCDENR 
Division of Waste Management, Superfund Section evaluates uncontrolled hazardous waste sites within the state 
and partners with DoD and USEPA to address cleanup goals, maximize stakeholder involvement, and improve the 
decision-making process to accomplish environmental restoration at DoD installations. 

The DON’s ER Program operates under the supervision of the Assistant Secretary of the Navy Installations and 
Environment {ASN (I&E)]. Under the ASN (I&E), the primary responsibility for overseeing and implementing the ER 
Program is given to the Chief of Naval Operations Energy and Environmental Readiness Division, the Commandant 
of the Marine Corps Facilities and Services Division, and NAVFAC. The NAVFAC Facilities Engineering Commands 
(FECs) are assigned to execute cleanup at the sites within their specific geographic regions. The FECs are 
subordinate commands under NAVFAC and provide environmental engineering, technical, legal, and contracting 
assistance to installations within their respective geographic areas of responsibility. NAVFAC Mid-Atlantic Division 
(NAVFAC Mid-Atlantic), based in Norfolk, Virginia, executes the ERP for MCAS Cherry Point at the field level 
through the Remedial Project Manager (RPM) who is responsible for the management of the ERP at the 
installation level. The RPM’s responsibilities include identifying resources needed to effectively implement the RA 
process including CERCLA response actions and ER,N eligible RCRA Corrective Actions. The RPM coordinates the 
work of Navy technical support agencies and contractors to accomplish ERP goals and policies. The RPM is 
involved in all aspects of the project including interagency relationships, funding, scheduling, design, and RA. 

Because the ERP may affect the mission of an installation, the health and welfare of the people who work and live 
on or near the installation, and the public’s attitude in neighboring communities toward an installation, the 
Commanding Officer/Commanding General of an installation must be consulted and kept fully informed about 
ERP decisions and actions affecting their installation. MCAS Cherry Point coordinates with the NAVFAC Mid-
Atlantic RPM concerning all ERP cleanup matters through the Environmental Affairs Department (EAD) at MCAS 
Cherry Point. 

4.5.4 Munitions Response Program 
The munitions response program (MRP) works to reduce the risks to people and the environment from munitions 
and explosives of concern. The MRP was established in 2001 to more effectively and efficiently (1) investigate the 
hazards posed by past military munitions-related activities, and (2) carry out response actions.  

The MRP is part of the Navy and Marine Corps’ Environmental Restoration Program, with investigations and 
response actions generally following the CERCLA site investigation process described in section 4.9. Like the ERP, it 
is funded by the Defense Environmental Restoration Account. In order to make the best use of funding, Congress 
directed DoD to prioritize all munitions response sites based on the potential risk posed to human health and the 
environment.  

On October 5, 2005, DoD published the Munitions Response Site Prioritization Protocol (MSRPP, Protocol) as a 
federal rule at 32 CFR 179. The Protocol applies to sites that are included in DoD’s inventory of defense sites, but 
does not include any operational range, operating munitions storage or manufacturing facility, or facility that is 
used or permitted for the treatment or disposal of military munitions.  

The Protocol requires installations to set priorities for munitions response sites, based on the overall conditions at 
each munitions response site. Prioritization is initiated in the Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation (PA/SI) 
stages of the CERCLA process, is reviewed annually, and is updated as the investigation provides additional 
information.   

The Protocol’s central feature is the three hazard evaluation modules. A site’s relative priority is determined by 
computing the scores for the site under one or more of these modules:  

• Explosive hazards posed by munitions and explosives of concern are evaluated using the Explosive Hazard 
Evaluation Module.  
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• Hazards associated with chemical warfare materiel (CWM) are evaluated using the CWM Hazard Evaluation 
Module. Note: There is no evidence to suggest that CWM were used or disposed of at munitions sites on 
MCAS Cherry Point.  

• Health and environmental hazards posed by munitions constituents and incidental non-munitions-related 
contaminants are evaluated using the Health Hazard Evaluation Module.  

Next, the site must be sequenced for response action, in comparison with other Navy and Marine Corps sites. 
DoD’s policy is that a munitions response site with higher relative risks will be dealt with before a site with lower 
relative risks. The most important factor is the site’s relative risk, but other factors can influence sequencing 
decisions, including: 

• Cultural and social factors, 
• Economic factors, 
• Reasonably anticipated future land use, 
• Availability of appropriate technology, 
• Short-term and long-term ecological effects, and  
• Other environmental impacts. 

4.6 Site Investigation Process 
The ERP site investigation process is based on and closely follows the CERCLA investigative process, beginning 
with a PA/SI to distinguish between sites that pose little or no threat to human health or the environment and 
sites that may pose a threat and require further investigation. This stage involves a review of historical documents 
and a VSI. If the PA results in a recommendation for further investigation, an SI is performed. During the SI, media 
samples, such as water and soil, are collected to confirm or deny the presence of potentially hazardous 
substances.  

Based on the results of the PA/SI, an RI may be needed. An RI is designed to learn more about the site 
contamination and determine if any known contamination is migrating from the site. During this phase, samples 
are usually collected from the soil, groundwater, surface water, soils, and sediments. The resulting data provide 
information about the extent of possible contamination and rate of migration, if applicable. In addition, the data 
collected during the RI can be used to assess the human health and ecological risk associated with the site 
contamination. 

The human health and ecological risk assessments are used to calculate the “baseline risk” of a contaminated site. 
Specifically, this is an estimate of the likelihood of health or ecological problems occurring if no cleanup action 
were taken at a site. To estimate the baseline risk at a site, the following four steps are taken: 

• Analyze Contamination. The concentrations of site contaminants are reviewed and compared to past scientific 
studies on the effects these contaminants have had on humans and/or animals. Comparing the data to past 
studies helps determine which contaminants are most likely to pose the greatest threat to human health. 

• Estimate Exposure. The various exposure pathways are determined, along with the possible human exposure 
concentrations, frequency, and length of exposure. These data are used to calculate a reasonable maximum 
exposure (RME), indicating the highest level of human exposure that could reasonably be expected to occur. 

• Assess Potential Health Dangers. Using both the RME and information on the toxicity of each chemical of 
concern, the cancer and noncancer risks are evaluated. The cancer risk represents the likelihood of any kind of 
cancer resulting from a contaminated site, and is expressed as an upper bound probability (a 1-in-10,000 
chance). For noncancer risk, a hazard quotient (HQ) is calculated, representing the ratio between the 
reference dose (dosage at which no adverse health effects are expected to occur) and the RME. This 
establishes a threshold level, usually an HQ less than 1 below which noncancer health effects are no longer 
predicted. 
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• Characterize Site Risk. The potential risks from the individual contaminants and exposure pathways are added 
together to calculate the total site risk. The total noncancer risk is calculated as the sum of all HQs and is 
called a hazard index. 

HQs are also used to evaluate the ecological risk. For example, adverse effects to ecological receptors are not 
expected when an HQ is less than 1. 

An FS may be conducted concurrently with the RI. The data collected in the RI influence the development of 
remedial alternatives able to meet environmental standards, considering factors such as the degree of 
contamination and potential human health and environmental risks. A variety of remedial methods are 
considered, including the No Action alternative. Next, a PRAP is presented, outlining several feasible or likely 
alternatives and recommending the preferred remedial method. 

The public has an opportunity to comment on the PRAP during an announced formal public comment period. Site 
information is compiled and placed in the general ERP information repositories established at local libraries and 
online for public review. The public comments are reviewed, and the responses are recorded in a document called 
a Responsiveness Summary. At the end of the public comment period, an appropriate remedial alternative is 
chosen to protect human health and the environment. The ROD document is then issued that explains the 
selected RA and includes the Responsiveness Summary. 

The final stage in the process is the Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA). The RD phase is where the 
technical specifications for cleanup remedies and technologies are designed. The RA is the actual construction or 
implementation phase of the cleanup process. 

Figure 4-1 presents a schematic showing the environmental restoration process under CERCLA. 

4.6.1 Partnering Team Process 
Partnering is a process where all parties involved in the decision-making process work together, as a team, to 
achieve mutually beneficial goals. The relationship is based on the development of communication and trust 
among team members, a dedication to common goals and an understanding of each team member’s individual 
expectations and values. The team takes joint responsibility for maintaining and nurturing the partnering 
relationship. The common goal is to protect human health and the environment while reducing cleanup costs and 
time. For example, in the Navy ERP in Virginia, partnering was first used on a limited basis in 1992 to resolve 
issues surrounding the initiation of an FFA for the Naval Weapons Station Yorktown. Based on this initial success, 
a formal partnering process began at Naval Weapons Station Yorktown in 1995.  

The Navy, USEPA Region 4, and NCDENR coordinate cleanups at North Carolina installations through three 
different tiers (levels) of partnering teams. At each tier, participants contribute expertise and resources to achieve 
common goals and provide installations with tools to effectively address cleanup.  

Tier I teams include individuals representing the installation’s environmental office, the Navy, NCDENR, and 
USEPA project managers, contract staff, and technical specialists. The members of the team work to improve the 
quality and consistency of actions taken at the installation by meeting regularly to develop strategies, evaluate 
studies, and establish and execute required remedies.  

Tier II teams are made up of program managers that mirror Tier I representatives. Their primary role is to support 
Tier I teams by resolving issues raised by Tier I, discussing new guidance and policy, providing clarification and 
guidance, and addressing technical concerns. Policy conflicts that cannot be resolved at the Tier II level are 
elevated to Tier III.  

Tier III consists of senior-level managers responsible for key environmental policy, programming and budget 
decisions. These managers work together, to resolve potential differences in organizational policies that might 
hinder the progress of Tiers I and II. Tier III also assists in making sure resources are available for Tiers I and II and 
are able to share ideas and resources across North Carolina.  
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The MCAS Cherry Point ERP Tier I Partnering Team includes representatives from NAVFAC Mid-Atlantic, MCAS 
Cherry Point EAD, NCDENR, and USEPA Region 4. 

4.6.2 Community Involvement Plan 
The Community Involvement Plan (CIP) is part of the public’s “right-to-know” process and is required by CERCLA 
and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). The CIP and other 
required and recommended community involvement activities are described in the USEPA’s Superfund 
Community Involvement Handbook, which is included as Appendix B.  

Specifically, the CIP documents the findings of interviews to identify community concerns and outlines community 
involvement activities to be carried out by the Navy, to respond to community concerns and information needs, 
as part of the ER program.  

The MCAS Cherry Point CIP was recently updated in August 2012. The Navy’s objectives with regard to the CIP are 
to: 

• Provide factual and timely information, 
• Encourage community involvement, 
• Obtain feedback from the concerned communities, 
• Answer questions, and 
• Encourage further understanding of the ERP. 

Excerpts from the MCAS Cherry Point CIP (Section 3 Community Background and Section 4 Community 
Involvement Program) can be found in Appendix E. The full CIP is available in the AR file (see section 7.1.1) or 
upon request from the RAB Installation Co-Chair. 



Cleaning Up a  S i teCleaning Up a  S i te

 Timeframe
(Typical)

 Timeframe
(Typical)

12-18 Months

Remedial Investigation (RI)

Determine the nature and extent 
of contamination and assess the 
potential risks to human health 
and the environment.

What’s there?

12-18 Months
Feasibility Study (FS)

Identify potential options to 
address contamination.

What do we do 
with it?

3-6 Months
Proposed Remedial 

Action Plan (PRAP)

Present the selected remedial 
action for public comment and 
concurrence

How does the public 
get involved?

Preliminary Assessment/
Site Investigation (PA/SI)

Identify possible contaminant 
releases that need further 
investigation. Recommendations 
of PA/SI could include No Further 
Action (NFA), Removal Action, or 
further investigation.

Is there a concern?

6-18 Months

3-9 Months
How is the selected 

remedy formally 
documented?

Record of Decision (ROD)

Document the selected remedial 
action.

6-12 Months
Remedial Design (RD)

Design/Plan the selected remedy.

12-72 Months
Remedial Action (RA)

Construct/Implement the selected 
remedy.

How is the 
selected remedy 

implemented?

Figure 4-1

MCAS Cherry Point, NC
Environmental Restoration Process under CERCLA
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SECTION 5 

Restoration Advisory Board  
The purpose of the RAB is to bring together community members of diverse interests, to enable an early and 
continued two-way communication between the installation and the surrounding community.  

A RAB is made up of representatives of the military installation, USEPA, the state, local groups, and community 
members, who provide advice to decision makers. The cleanup process is discussed in an interactive environment, 
where all members are equal.  

An important benefit of a RAB is the ability to provide a direct line of communication between communities and 
regulators. DoD utilizes RABs as a forum to share information on the environmental restoration process, 
remediation technologies, and restoration progress and to encourage communities affected by cleanup to 
participate in the decision-making process, ask questions, and share ideas.  

RABs complement other DoD community involvement initiatives such as a Community Relations Plan/ CIP, 
Technical Assistance for Public Participation (TAPP), public notices, information repositories, and BRAC Cleanup 
Teams. 

The RAB program is one of the largest federal agency public involvement efforts. DoD ensures that installation 
representatives and the other RAB members have access to the tools and resources necessary to make the 
program effective. As of FY 2010, DoD maintained 265 RABs on active installations, BRAC installations, and FUDS 
properties. Additional information about the status of RABs nationwide is available in the Defense Environmental 
Programs Annual Report to Congress, available on the web at: https://www.denix.osd.mil/arc/. Excerpts from the 
FY 2010 annual report can be found in Appendix C. 

DoD regulations, policies and other information pertaining to RABs can be found on the DoD Environment Safety 
and Environmental Health Network and Information Exchange, on the web at https://www.denix.osd.mil/rab/.   

5.1 Restoration Advisory Board Rule  
DoD published the Final RAB Rule at 32 CFR Part 202 in May 2006. The Rule was initially proposed in the Federal 
Register for public comment in August 1996. The RAB Rule addresses RAB scope, characteristics, composition, 
funding, establishment, operation, and adjournment. The RAB Rule was structured to maximize flexibility for RABs 
and installations nationwide. The Final RAB Rule is included as Appendix F. 

Some key points of the Rule are: 

• RAB Operating Procedures—Each RAB is expected to develop a mission statement and operating procedures 
that address the needs of the installation and community. Required activities are to publish RAB meeting 
notices in local newspapers, making all RAB meetings open to the public, prepare minutes of RAB meetings, 
and making all documents prepared for or by the RAB available for public inspection and copying until the 
RAB ceases to exist.  

• Conditions for RAB Adjournment & Dissolution—DoD set the conditions for RAB adjournment and dissolution, 
such as requirements for adjourning procedures, dissolving a RAB, dissolution procedures, reestablishing an 
adjourned or dissolved RAB, and public comment. Consultation with USEPA, the state, RAB members, and the 
local community, as appropriate, will take place before a final decision is made to adjourn or dissolve a RAB. 

• Documenting RAB Activities—The Proposed Rule provides specific instructions for the documentation of RAB 
activities. This includes what information should be included in the Public Information Repository, including 
efforts to survey community interest, steps taken to establish a RAB, how the RAB relates to the community 
involvement program, and steps taken to adjourn the RAB. 
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• Other public involvement activities—A RAB is intended to complement other community involvement efforts 
occurring at an installation. It does not replace other types of community outreach and participation activities 
required by applicable laws and regulations.  

For a DoD-wide summary of RAB status, resources, and activities, refer to the FY 2010 Defense Environmental 
Programs Annual Report to Congress located on the web at: http://www.denix.osd.mil/arc/ARCFY2010.cfm

5.2 Regulatory Agency Participation  

. 
Excerpts from this report are included in Appendix C of this manual. 

USEPA’s Federal Facilities Restoration and Reuse Office has worked with DoD to foster public participation and 
link communication networks, with the RAB as a key part of the process. In 1994, USEPA and DoD jointly 
developed and published guidance for establishing and operating RABs, prior to the RAB Rule. The 1994 guidance 
is available on the web at: http://www.epa.gov/swerffrr/documents/rab.htm.  

USEPA’s involvement on the RAB varies based on the NPL status of the installation. For installations that are on 
the NPL, USEPA is committed to full involvement on the RAB. For installations that are not on the NPL, USEPA’s 
involvement will be at the discretion of USEPA’s regional offices.  

State environmental agencies participate in RABs, whether or not the installations are on the NPL. For installations 
that are not on the NPL, the state agency is the lead regulatory agency. 

USEPA states that the RAB is not a replacement for other types of community outreach and participation activities 
required by law, regulation, or policy. All other public involvement requirements must still be completed, 
including the community relations requirements for CERCLA as amended by SARA (see Appendix B), the public 
involvement requirements of RCRA, the National Environmental Policy Act, and any state environmental 
regulations.  

5.3 RAB Roles and Responsibilities 
The RAB is a valuable partner in the cleanup process. Although the RAB is not a decision-making body, it provides, 
at a minimum, input on the environmental cleanup program and acts as an advisor to the cleanup team. As an 
advisory committee, the RAB reviews environmental documents and plans, provides advice, and relates 
community concerns to MCAS Cherry Point and communicates back to the community. The RAB and MCAS Cherry 
Point share responsibility for encouraging further public participation and informing the community of upcoming 
cleanup plans. 

The RAB is expected to represent the interest of the general public and to serve as a focal point for 
communicating with the local community. A RAB may coordinate community outreach efforts such as 
newsletters, public information forums, and public meetings. Community members are encouraged to attend and 
observe the RAB meetings. The achievements of the RAB are highly dependent on the dedication of its members 
and the leadership of its co-chairperson. 

The RAB operates in an advisory role rather than a decision-making role. Beyond this basic guideline, each RAB 
has the flexibility to establish its own rules of order. The RAB conducts regular meetings that are open to the 
public and held at convenient times and locations.  

The RAB has two co-chairpersons, the installation co-chair appointed by the installation commander and a 
community co-chair representing the RAB and selected by the community RAB members. The co-chairs 
coordinate the RAB meetings.  

The responsibilities of the RAB are to: 

• Provide advice to regulatory agencies, 
• Consider important cleanup issues, 
• Review and evaluate technical documents, 
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• Recommend priorities, and 
• Conduct regular meetings that are open to the public. 

Installations are expected to take into consideration the recommendations provided by the RAB. Because DoD 
does not intend for Federal Advisory Committee Act requirements to apply to RABs, group consensus is not a 
prerequisite for RAB recommendations. Because each individual provides advice as an individual, not as a group, 
installations include in the decision-making process advice representing the minority view of members.  

5.4 Restoration Advisory Board History  
5.4.1 Establishing the Technical Review Committee 
In December 1987, MCAS Cherry Point initiated efforts to establish a Technical Review Committee (TRC). The 
purpose of the TRC was to review the IR program efforts underway at Cherry Point and to provide input into the 
decision-making process.  

In response to letters submitted to various federal, state, and local governmental agencies requesting TRC 
representation, the initial TRC was assembled comprising of representatives from the USEPA Federal Facilities 
Branch, NCDENR (Solid Waste Management Section and Division of Environmental Management), Craven County 
Emergency Management, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, and MCAS Cherry Point (EAD and Public Affairs 
Office). The first TRC meeting was held on April 19, 1989. 

Additional TRC members added later included representatives from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Geological Survey, U.S. Forest Service, and the Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry.  

5.4.2 Transition to Restoration Advisory Board  
In April 1994, as part of the 1994 DoD Environmental Restoration Program Management Guidance, DoD formally 
issued a policy for expanding community participation by establishing Restoration Advisory Boards (RABs) at 
active DoD facilities. In September 1994, DoD and EPA jointly issued the Restoration Advisory Board 
Implementation Guidelines that provided a strategy for establishing RABs.  

The MCAS Cherry Point TRC members automatically were made members of a new RAB for the Air Station. In 
response to a solicitation notice for community member positions on the RAB, 20 applicants responded with 
interest. In September 1995, the five top candidates were interviewed by the TRC. The Commanding General, 
Major General Fred McCorkle, officially approved the candidates in October 1995, the newly appointed RAB 
community members were officially notified in December 1995, and the 15 remaining candidates not selected 
were notified by mail in January 1996.  

The newly formed MCAS Cherry Point RAB consisted of:  

• Grace Evans, Oriental, 
• Patricia McClellan-Green, Morehead City, 
• Lewis Mitchell, Havelock, 
• Neil Scarborough, Havelock, 
• Henry Sermons, Havelock (TRC member), and 
• Eugene Smith, Havelock. 

The initial RAB meeting was held on January 30, 1996. During the June 1996 RAB meeting, Grace Evans was 
elected as the RAB Community Co-Chair and the RAB Charter was signed. In September 2000, Patricia McClellan-
Green was elected as the RAB Community Co-Chair. 

In November 1999, MCAS Cherry Point solicited additional RAB interest among local civic action groups. Letters of 
interest with enclosures (RAB Fact Sheet and RAB Membership Application) were mailed to the following groups: 
Atlantic Baptist Association, Havelock; Chamber of Commerce, Havelock, Morehead City, and New Bern; Craven 
County Health Department; Elks Lodge, Morehead and New Bern; Knights of Columbus, Havelock; Masonic Lodge, 
Havelock; Moose Lodge, Havelock, New Bern, and Newport; and Rotary Club of Morehead City. 
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During the 1999/2000 timeframe, three of the initial RAB members (Lewis Mitchell, Henry Sermons, and Eugene 
Smith) departed the RAB and four new community members were accepted to the RAB. In 2003, two additional 
community members were accepted to the RAB. The new RAB members’ names, communities, and dates of 
application (month and year) are listed below: 

• Ray Silverthorne, Jr., New Bern, December 1999; 
• William “Bill” Smart, Havelock, December 1999; 
• James "Jim" Berry, Oriental, January 2000; 
• Georgiana Bircher, New Bern, April 2000; 
• Elizabeth “Beth” Chagaris, New Bern, January 2003; and 
• Robert Meadows, Beaufort, February, 2003. 

During the 2004/2011 timeframe, Elizabeth Chagaris moved and therefore resigned from the RAB; Grace Evans 
retired from the RAB; Bill Smart passed away. David Wickersham joined the RAB in 2010.  

The MCAS Cherry Point RAB currently consists of 11 members, seven of which are community members and four 
of which are agency representatives from the Tier I Partnering Team (the Air Station’s Environmental Affairs 
Department, NAVFAC Mid-Atlantic, EPA, and NCDENR). Collectively, the current RAB community members have 
contributed over 50 years of service to the community. As of August 2012, the RAB community members are: 

• Patricia McClellan-Green, Morehead (Community Co-Chair); 
• James "Jim" Berry, Oriental; 
• Georgiana Bircher, New Bern; 
• Robert Meadows, Beaufort; 
• Neil Scarborough, Havelock;  
• Ray Silverthorne, Jr., New Bern; and 
• David Wickersham, Pamlico County.  

5.4.3 Soliciting Interest in the Restoration Advisory Board  
In August 2002, an effort was made to increase awareness and interest in the RAB by mailing letters to each of the 
approximately 175 names on the “Hotspots” newsletter mailing list, inviting them to the August 21, 2002 RAB 
meeting at the Holiday Inn in Havelock. MCAS Cherry Point’s Community Relations Contractor conducted face-to-
face meetings with county managers, city/town managers, and city/town clerks. The purpose of these meetings 
was to solicit local government interest in the RAB, provide an understanding of the RAB and its function in the 
MCAS Cherry Point ERP, and extend an invitation to the August RAB meeting.  

5.4.4 Restoration Advisory Board Accomplishments  
Through its first decade, the MCAS Cherry Point RAB met quarterly. In recent years, as the ERP has progressed, 
RAB meetings have occurred twice yearly, or more often as needed.  

Since the RAB was established in 1996, the RAB has participated in the following activities:  

• Held more than 30 quarterly/semi-annual meetings; 

• Attended two training sessions in 1998, designed to familiarize the RAB with the newly developed ERP web 
site and the new TAPP program; received training during the May 2008 RAB meeting about the MRP’s 
prioritization process and the initial priority scoring of the Air Station’s munitions sites; 

• Participated in five site tours from 1996 to 2004, in which RAB community members and Duke University 
Marine Lab environmental students visited active remedial sites aboard MCAS Cherry Point, including the OU1 
IWTP P&T system; the OU1 Site 16 AS/SVE system; the OU2 Site 10 SVE system; and the OU3 Site 7 AS system; 

• Attended 12 public meetings to review and comment on PRAPs for sites/operable units;  

• Participated in three Navy-sponsored RAB conferences: Former community co-chairs Grace Evans attended 
the November 2000 DoD Environmental Cleanup Stakeholders’ Forum; current community co-chair Patricia 
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McClellan-Green attended the March 2001 DoN RAB Co-Chair Workshop and the July 2004 DoN RAB/TRC 
Training Workshop; 

• In March 2002, EPA, NCDENR, and the Air Station, in a RAB Recognition Day event, officially recognized the 
RAB’s outstanding service to the local community by serving as the community’s eyes and ears for 
environmental restoration activities at Cherry Point;  

• In December 2005, the MCAS Cherry Point RAB celebrated a “Decade of Success;” and 

• In September 2011, the RAB celebrated a 15-year anniversary.  

5.4.5 Communication with the Public 
Fact sheets and newsletters are concise documents (typically 1 to 4 pages for a fact sheet, more for a newsletter) 
written to summarize information from key documents, such as RIs and Proposed Plans, and to update the public 
about the status of the Environmental Restoration Program. They are written for non-technical audiences and use 
straightforward graphics to describe technical issues. The purpose is to provide stakeholders with accurate, easy-
to-understand information and promote understanding of the issues and approaches to MCAS Cherry Point’s 
environmental investigations and munitions response activities.  

• In 1995, a fact sheet was developed to accompany RAB membership applications, providing information on 
becoming a RAB member and outlining the responsibilities and requirements of a RAB.  

• In 1998, the RAB developed the “Hotspots” newsletter to provide the public with highlights of the ERP 
activities, which MCAS Cherry Point EAD periodically published and distributed to interested parties from 
1998 to 2005.  

• Fact sheets with a brief overview of the ERP and MRP were provided to respondents during the 2003 and 
2011 CIP community interviews.  

• In February 2008, a fact sheet was developed to summarize the findings of the Five-Year Review of ongoing 
environmental cleanup actions at OUs 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 13.  

The detailed “Hotspots” newsletter is no longer being published, due to the decline in public interest in the ERP at 
MCAS Cherry Point. A few examples are provided in Appendix G of this manual. The 2006 RAB Manual contains a 
complete set of Hotspots newsletters.  

The Air Station will continue to develop and distribute periodic fact sheets focusing on cleanup milestones, such 
as Five-Year Reviews, at specific environmental or munitions sites. Appendix G provides examples of fact sheets 
developed for MCAS Cherry Point’s Environmental Restoration Program. 

In addition, several agencies, such as USEPA and the DoD, generate fact sheets to inform for the public about the 
environmental restoration process and technologies. Several of these fact sheets can be found in Appendix G.  
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SECTION 6 

Funding 

6.1 Defense Environmental Restoration Account  
The DERA is part of the DERP, which was established to enable the Secretary of Defense to conduct a program of 
environmental restoration at facilities under jurisdiction of the Secretary. The DERA was established as a “transfer 
account” with all funds appropriated to the Secretary of Defense for functions relating to environmental 
restoration being appropriated to the transfer account and subsequently transferred to other appropriate 
accounts for use in conducting environmental restoration activities.   

DERP funding is split between ER and BRAC accounts. ER funds active installations and FUDS. BRAC solely funds 
realigned and closed sites. Active installations are those where the military currently conducts training and 
operations, and FUDS are properties that DoD once operated, owned, or leased. BRAC installations are properties 
that have been or will be transferred to communities or to other federal and state agencies. DoD activities do not 
receive or have access to the CERCLA Superfund. Expenses incurred in the cleanup of sites under the installation 
restoration program are funded out of the ER or the BRAC appropriation. 

There are five ER accounts, one each for the Army, Navy, Air Force, and FUDS, with cleanup for defense agencies 
like the Defense Logistics Agency being funded from the defense-wide account. With more than 30,000 sites 
requiring funding to execute restoration goals, the DERP budget must accommodate present restoration 
requirements and anticipate future needs. Three factors determine allocation of funds: site prioritization, 
identification of new sites, and program goal progress. 

Congress appropriates funding in support of the DERP for each of the five ER accounts. The military service of 
agency responsible for their respective ER or BRAC account allocates these funds to execute the restoration 
process based on cleanup priority and the management plan previously defined at the beginning of the fiscal year. 

6.2 Environmental Restoration, Navy  
ER,N provides the funding required for environmental restoration efforts at all DoN facilities, which includes U.S. 
Marine Corps activities. In 1998, Congress devolved the DERA to the individual departments (Air Force, Army, 
Navy, FUDS, and Defense Wide), making it the responsibility of each military component to budget for 
environmental restoration within their total obligation authority. The devolved DoN environmental restoration 
account is the ER,N account. 

While devolvement means that funds are more readily available for execution at the beginning of the fiscal year, it 
also means that environmental restoration requirements now compete in the budget process with all other DoN 
needs. The ER,N account is centrally managed through the Chief of Naval Operations (N45) down to the  FECs. 

It is DoN policy to use ER,N as the exclusive source of funding for environmental restoration at active installations 
as defined in the DERP. Priority for using ER,N funds is determined using the relative risk approach that ranks sites 
according to risk (high, medium, low), with high-risk sites receiving higher priority. 

Other types of funds are not authorized to be used in lieu of, or to supplement, ER,N funds. This does not 
preclude the use of other funding to clean up current spills or conduct activities that are not eligible for the DERP. 
ER,N funding may also be used to demonstrate new or innovative detection or cleanup technologies that offer the 
potential to markedly reduce time or costs. The use of ER,N funds for multi-agency demonstration projects must 
be approved by the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Installations and Environment). 

As established by the Defense State Memorandum of Agreement (DSMOA), ER,N funding is used to provide funds 
to state regulatory agencies for payment of oversight costs and include state oversight, inspection, review, 
comment, participation in meetings, and public outreach programs related to the DoN ERP within that state. ER,N 
funding is also used to provide funds to pay state oversight costs associated with FFAs that require state 
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involvement at DoN NPL sites. However, where neither an FFA nor a DSMOA exists, the DoN does not have 
authority to use ER,N funds to pay state oversight costs. 

Similar costs associated with USEPA oversight are not eligible for payment under ER,N. The DoD does provide 
support to assist USEPA in their budget requests, so that proper funding levels are provided for adequate USEPA 
oversight of the DERP. 

History and projections of ER,N funding and expenditures is available in the DoN annual Restoration Program 
Report. Excerpts of the 2010 report are available in Appendix D. 

6.3 Comprehensive Long-Term Environmental Action Navy / 
Remedial Action Construction Contracts 

The Comprehensive Long-Term Environmental Action—Navy (CLEAN) contracts are administered through the 
divisions of NAVFAC. Typically, there is at least one CLEAN contract per division. The CLEAN contracts generally 
cover environmental investigation work relating to the portions of the CERCLA process from the preliminary 
assessment through the remedial design.  

RA work is usually conducted through large, pre-placed RA contracts (RACs). There is typically at least one RAC per 
division, and the contract generally covers the portions of the CERCLA process related to remedial construction. 
The contractors awarded a RAC in a particular NAVFAC division are generally prohibited from working on site 
investigations and assessments typical of a CLEAN contract in that same division, and vice versa. 

Both the CLEAN and RAC contracts are multi-year, task order-type contracts, ranging from $75 million to 
$300 million in potential work. The majority of funds administered under the CLEAN and RAC contracts are ER,N 
funds. 

6.4 Technical Assistance for Public Participation 
The DoD recognizes that the complexity of environmental restoration issues can hinder a community’s 
understanding and acceptance of cleanup efforts at a military installation. For this reason, the DoD works to 
improve awareness of technical issues and enhance meaningful community involvement through TAPP. The TAPP 
program provides RAB community members with access to independent technical support through the use of 
government purchase orders. It is intended to supplement existing sources of support and foster a relationship of 
trust and understanding between the community and the installation. When the expertise to do so is unavailable 
within the membership, they may seek independent technical support with the TAPP program providing for the 
procurement of this support. 

TAPP is used by DoD to provide a RAB with funding to employ the services of independent technical consultants to 
advise on specific aspects of environmental restoration projects. The consultants work with the RAB to help them 
understand the technical nature of restoration documents and the proposed remedy. With better knowledge of 
the environmental issues, challenges, and proposed remedies, community members can better participate in the 
restoration process. TAPP also fosters improved communication between DoD and communities to build 
increased trust and confidence. 

Community members of a RAB may request from an installation’s commanding officer, or appropriate DoD 
official, technical assistance from private-sector sources. Only community members of RABs may request TAPP 
support on behalf of the RAB. A request for TAPP must represent the wishes of the majority of the community 
members of the RAB. 

The ER,N account provides TAPP funding and may not exceed $100,000 during the life of the restoration program 
at the installation. TAPP purchases of technical support are limited to $25,000 or 1 percent of restoration cost to 
complete (the total cost of installation cleanup) per year, whichever is less, with a $100,000 lifetime cap on the 
amount available to any one RAB per installation. Waivers to the $25,000 annual and $100,000 total funding limits 
may be approved by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy, using the recommendations of the installations 
of the installation Commander or other designated authority. Requests for waivers are initiated by the RAB 
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community members and forwarded by endorsement with recommendations by the installation commander 
through the chain-of-command. 

The fact that a community has received the EPA funded Technical Assistance Grant (TAG) or Technical Outreach 
Services to Communities does not preclude them from getting a TAPP award. These other sources of funds are, 
however, relevant considerations during the decision process. 

6.5 Technical Assistance Grant 
A TAG is a USEPA program developed for the purpose of providing money for activities (e.g., RAB) that facilitate 
community participation in decision-making at eligible Superfund sites. An initial grant up to $50,000 is available 
to qualified community groups so they can contract with independent technical advisors to interpret and help the 
community understand technical information about their sites. 

To ensure that the people whose lives were affected by abandoned hazardous wastes would have a say in actions 
to clean them up, Congress made public involvement in decision making an important part of the Superfund 
process by establishing the TAG program as part of SARA of 1996. TAGs are available at sites listed on the NPL or 
proposed for listing on the NPL and for which a response action has begun. Since the first TAG was awarded in 
1988, more than $20 million has been awarded directly to community groups. 

For more information about TAG, visit the EPA web site at 

6.6 Defense and State Memorandum of Agreement  
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/community/tag/index.htm. 

The DoD values the active participation of state regulatory agencies in its environmental restoration program. 
Partnering with the states and their regulatory agencies allows the DoD to streamline the decision-making process 
and improve restoration efficiency. In doing so, the DoD is better able to understand and address state-specific 
issues and ensure consistency of environmental decisions within a state and to better protect human health and 
the environment. 

The DSMOA program is a partnership between the DoD and states (and territories). The DoD developed the 
DSMOA program to enhance the involvement of states in the cleanup of DoD installations. The DSMOAs allow 
DoD to reimburse states for services supporting environmental restoration activities at military facilities and 
specifies the conditions under which a state will be reimbursed for costs of providing services in direct support or 
ER,N-funded or BRAC-funded activities. This partnership ensures more efficient and cost-efficient environmental 
restoration at DoD installations. 

After signing a DSMOA, the DoD and the state enter into a 2-year cooperative agreement (CA) that provides a 
planning and funding framework for the environmental restoration services the state will perform on behalf of 
the DoD. State participation includes such areas as document review and technical oversight. A CA requires 
mutual planning and coordination between DoD project managers and the state, from initiation of the cleanup 
through site closeout. By developing and maintaining mutual trust through an open, team approach, the 
department and state are able to expedite environmental restoration activities so that impacts to human health 
and the environment are quickly mitigated. 

Since the implementation of the DSMOA program in 1986, installations across the country have reduced costs, 
accelerated environmental restoration, and improved community relations by restoring sites more efficiently. As 
of FY 2010, DoD had signed 53 DSMOAs with 48 states, 4 U.S. territories, and the District of Columbia.  Of the 53 
eligible partners, 52 have signed CAs for the FY08-FY10 funding period. The Navy signed two cooperative 
agreements, with California and West Virginia, outside the DSMOA program for the FY08-FY10 period. Additional 
information about DSMOA reimbursements to DoD’s partners is available in Appendix C. 
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SECTION 7 

Recordkeeping 

7.1 Administrative Record File 
The AR is a collection of documents used by the Navy to select a RA or removal action for a CERCLA site. 
Regardless of the nature of the hazardous waste site, an AR must be maintained. The AR also serves as the basis 
for any future legal review of decisions made by the Navy concerning RA taken at a site. While remedial response 
is still ongoing at an installation, and documents are still be added, it is called an AR File. When all responses are 
complete, the AR is also complete. 

The AR includes, but is not limited to, the following: 

• Documents and materials containing information that may form a basis for the Navy’s selection of a response 
action, 

• Documents and materials available to the Navy at the time the decision was made, and 

• Documents and materials that were considered by or relied upon by the Navy. 

DoD policy requires the Navy (and Army and Air Force), to collect and retain environmental restoration records in 
the course of the decision-making process and in accordance with applicable USEPA guidelines, statutes and 
regulations, and with Navy records management directives about how records should be retained, classified, and 
stored.  

The AR serves two purposes. First, CERCLA requires that the AR act as a vehicle for public participation in selecting 
a response action. Second, under CERCLA, judicial review of any issue concerning the adequacy of any response 
action is limited to the contents of the AR. Under this provision of CERCLA, the AR is the sole source of 
documentation that can be used by a party challenging a response action. It is also the sole source of documents 
available for the defense of a responsible action by the Navy. If the AR is incomplete or inaccurate, it may 
significantly impact the Navy’s ability to defend, and the court’s ability to review, a challenged decision. 

The official MCAS Cherry Point AR File is maintained by NAVFAC Mid-Atlantic. The Navy periodically adds new 
documents to the AR File as site work progresses. An electronic copy of the AR File is maintained on the 
Environmental Restoration Program Web site: http://go.usa.gov/TZO. For those without internet access at home, 
the Havelock-Craven County Public Library has a computer prioritized for Web access to the AR File (see 
section 7.1.1).  

7.1.1 Information Repository  
CERCLA and the NCP require that each installation establish an Information Repository, at a location that is near 
the site, easily accessible to the public, and available for inspection at times convenient to the public. The 
Information Repository at a minimum includes a copy of the AR File for the installation and may also contain other 
documents pertinent to the activities at the installation. 

The MCAS Cherry Point Information Repository was established in January 1993 at the Havelock-Craven County 
Library. The Information Repository available for public review during the library’s normal operating hours. The 
library is an ideal location as it has handicapped access, is open in the evening and on weekends, and has copying 
facilities available. In 2006, MCAS Cherry Point converted the information repository from paper copies to an 
electronic version, thereby reducing the demand on limited shelf space in the public library.  

The AR File is accessible through a library computer, via the MCAS Cherry Point Environmental Restoration 
Program web site at http://go.usa.gov/TZO. Individuals may print, according to the library printing procedures, 
any document contained in the AR File. During public comment periods, hardcopies of documents are placed in 
the library for ease of access. 
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MCAS Cherry Point Information Repository Information 

Repository Location Hours Contact 

Havelock-Craven County Public 
Library 

301 Cunningham Blvd. 
Havelock, NC 28532 

Monday-Wednesday   
10 a.m. to 8 p.m. 
 Thursday-Friday  
10 a.m. to 6 p.m.  
Saturday 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. 

 (252) 447-7500 

http://newbern.cpclib.org  

 

7.1.2 Environmental Restoration Glossaries  
Appendix H provides glossary of commonly-used terms in the IR and MR programs, along with the following 
additional resources: 

• A page, with alphabetical links, from the extensive online NAVFAC Acronyms and Glossary of Environmental 
Restoration Terminology.  The NAVFAC glossary may be accessed directly from the NAVFAC Environmental 
Restoration & BRAC website: https://portal.navfac.navy.mil/go/erb . 

• A copy of the USEPA Superfund glossary with links for additional information. The Superfund Glossary can be 
accessed directly via a link at the bottom of the web page: http://www.epa.gov/superfund/about.htm. 



 

ES102912033122VBO 8-1 

SECTION 8 

Web Sites of Interest 

MCAS Cherry Point Environmental Restoration 
Program  

http://go.usa.gov/TZO  

MCAS Cherry Point Website www.cherrypoint.marines.mil  

NAVFAC Environmental Restoration & BRAC 
website 

https://portal.navfac.navy.mil/go/erb  

DoD Environmental Management Directorate  https://www.denix.osd.mil/em/  

Defense Environmental Network & 
Information Exchange (DENIX), 
Environmental Restoration Program 

https://www.denix.osd.mil/derp/  

DENIX RAB web page https://www.denix.osd.mil/rab/index.cfm  

DoD Technical Assistance for Public 
Participation (TAPP) Program (2000 guidance) 

http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-
bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA376044&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf  

National Oil and Hazardous Substances 
Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR 300 

http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-
idx?c=ecfr&tpl=/ecfrbrowse/Title40/40cfr300_main_02.tpl  

NC Department of Environment and Natural 
Resources (NCDENR) 

http://www.ncdenr.gov 

NCDENR Superfund Section http://portal.ncdenr.org/web/wm/sf  

USEPA Superfund information site http://www.epa.gov/superfund/  

USEPA Region IV http://www.epa.gov/region04 

US EPA Technical Assistance Grant (TAG) 
information 

http://www.epa.gov/superfund/community/tag/index.htm 

DoD/USEPA RAB guidance http://www.epa.gov/swerffrr/documents/rab.htm  

USEPA Contaminated Site Cleanup 
Information “CLU-IN”  

http://www.clu-in.org/  

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry (ATSDR)  

http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/  
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19 Borrow Pit/Landfill (North of Runway 32)
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44B Former Sludge Application Area

1 Borrow Pit/Landfill
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98 VOCs in Groundwater Near Building 4032
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Installation Restoration Program

Site Closed
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Study ongoing
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Site Description

Site Description

OU1 Site Description

Site Description

Site Description

OU13

OU14
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OU6 Site Description

OU5 Site Description

OU4 Site Description



MCAS Cherry Point
Hydrogeology

 

· MCAS Cherry Point is underlain by a series of sandy, water-bearing zones called aquifers, which are 
separated by flow-restricting clay layers called confining units.

· Beneath the western portion of the Air Station, a former river channel eroded away the sediments 
of the Surficial and Yorktown aquifers and deposited younger-aged sediments in a feature called a 
paleochannel. The geology and the directions of groundwater flow are more complicated in this 
area of MCAS Cherry Point.

· Based on the analysis of samples from approximately 2,000 monitoring wells, the vast majority of 
groundwater contamination beneath MCAS Cherry Point is confined to the Surficial aquifer 
(approximately 10 to 60 feet below the ground surface). A very limited amount of groundwater 
contamination is present in isolated areas of the Yorktown aquifer, but none has been found in the 
deeper aquifers.

· MCAS Cherry Point has about 25 drinking water wells ranging in depth from 195 to 330 feet below 
ground surface that draw water from the Castle Hayne aquifer.

― 50 feet

― 100 feet

― 150 feet

― 200 feet

― 250 feet

― 300 feet

― 350 feet

Surficial Aquifer

Yorktown Confining Unit

Yorktown Aquifer

Pungo River Confining Unit

Pungo River Aquifer

Upper Castle Hayne Confining Unit

Upper Castle Hayne Aquifer

Castle Hayne Confining Unit

Castle Hayne Aquifer

Water Table Water Supply Well

Monitoring Wells

Neuse River

Hancock
Creek

Slocum
Creek

East
Prong

Slocum
Creek

Paleochannel

Coarse-Grained
Sediments

Fine-Grained 
Sediments



E
S

11
20

05
00

1W
D

C

Cleaning Up a SiteCleaning Up a Site

 Timeframe
(Typical)

 Timeframe
(Typical)

12-18 Months

Remedial Investigation (RI)

· Determine the nature and extent 
of contamination and assess the 
potential risks to human health 
and the environment.

What’s there?

12-18 Months
Feasibility Study (FS)

· Identify potential options to 
address contamination.

What do we do 
with it?

3-6 Months
Proposed Remedial 

Action Plan (PRAP)

· Present the selected remedial 
action for public comment and 
concurrence

How does the public 
get involved?

Prelimimnary Assessment/
Site Investigation (PA/SI)

· Identify possible contaminant 
releases that need further 
investigation. Recommendations 
of PA/SI could include No Further 
Action (NFA), Removal Action, or 
further investigation.

Is there a concern?

6-18 Months

3-9 Months

How is the selected 
remedy formally 

documented?

Record of Decision (ROD)

· Document the selected remedial 
action.

6-12 Months
Remedial Design (RD)

· Design/Plan the selected remedy.

12-72 Months
Remedial Action (RA)

· Construct/Implement the selected 
remedy.

How is the 
selected remedy 
implemented?
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Landfill at 
Sandy Branch16

Facilities Maintenance Compound18

DRMO Drainage Ditch17

Industrial Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (IWTP)42

Industrial Area Sewer System47

Building 96 Former Pesticide Mixing Area83

VOCs in Groundwater 
Near Building 403298

Fleet Readiness
Center East

Motor Transportation14

Ditch and Area Behind NADEP15

Building 137 Plating Shop51

VOCs in Groundwater 
Near the Stripper Barn92

East Prong Slocum Creek East Prong Slocum Creek

Building 160 within Site 14 
(Motor Transportation) 
Building 160 within Site 14

Site 42 – Industrial Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (IWTP) 
Site 42 – Industrial WastewaterS

Bulk material storage area within Site 16 
(Landfill at Sandy Branch)
Bulk material storage area within Site 16

Fleet Readiness Center EastFleet Readiness Center EastF

Site 15 Ditch Site 15 Ditch

Site 17 - DRMO 
Drainage Ditch 
Site 17 - DRMO

Building 133 Plating 
Shop and Ditch52

OU1 Central Groundwater Plume 
Sites - PRAP/ROD Stage

NFA Sites

Remedy Complete - Land Use 
Controls in place

LEGEND

Operable Unit 1
• OU1 is approximately 565 acres and consists of 12 sites within the industrial portion of the Air 

Station.

• The primary remaining contamination issue is the OU1 Central Groundwater Plume, an area 
of groundwater contaminated with chlorinated volatile organic compounds (VOCs).

• No Further Action (NFA) is required or a remedy is in place at 6 of the 12 OU1 sites. The 
remaining 6 OU1 sites comprise the OU1 Central Groundwater Plume; a Record of Decision 
(ROD) selecting a remedy is anticipated by the end of 2013.



Soil and Sediment

View of OU1 looking east 

Sediment removal during 2008 Sandy Branch Tributary #2 NTCRA

• Two removal actions were conducted in 1995:

 - Removal of debris and soil contaminated with 
asbestos, petroleum, and lead at Site 16 
(Landfill at Sandy Branch).

 - Removal of soil and sediment contaminated with 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) at Site 17 (DRMO 
Drainage Ditch).

• A non-time-critical removal action (NTCRA) was conducted in 
2008 to remove soil and sediment within the Sandy Branch 
Tributary #2 floodplain contaminated with several polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), non-PAH semi-volatile organic 
compounds (SVOCs), pesticides, and metals.

 - After completion of the NTCRA, no remaining 
unacceptable risks were identified and no further 
evaluation or action is warranted at OU1 for ecological 
receptors.

Sandy Branch Tributary #2 

Areas of VOC contamination in shallow groundwater at OU1 (Highest concentrations in orange and lowest in green).
Also shows the conceptual layout of the proposed remedy elements for the OU1 Central Groundwater Plume.

S d B h T ib t #2

Groundwater

• A large area of volatile organic compound (VOC) 
contamination is present in OU1 groundwater, 
and is referred to as the OU1 Central 
Groundwater Plume. The VOCs mainly consist of 
trichloroethene (TCE) and daughter compounds 
formed from the natural breakdown of TCE.

• The VOCs are believed to originate from industrial 
solvents used in degreasing and plating 
operations and from wastewater leaks in the 
industrial area sewer system.

• The proposed remedy for the OU1 Central 
Groundwater Plume sites is In-Situ Enhanced 
Bioremediation in the Source Zone, a Zero Valent 
Iron (ZVI) Permeable Reactive Barrier (PRB) in the 
Downgradient Zone, and Monitored Natural 
Attenuation, Land Use Controls, and Vapor 
Intrusion Monitoring in all areas.

• The Record of Decision (ROD) to authorize the 
OU1 Central Groundwater Plume remedy 
selection is anticipated to be signed in 2013.

Sandy Branch Tributary #2 

Areas of VOC contamination in shallow groundwater at OU1 (Highest concentrations in orange and lowest in green).
Also shows the conceptual layout of the proposed remedy elements for the OU1 Central Groundwater Plume.

Sandy Branch Tributary #2

Sediment removal during 2008 Sandy Branch Tributary #2 NTCRA

Operable Unit 1
Environmental 
Restoration Issues

Restored section of Sandy Branch Tributary #2 following 
2008 NTCRA



Operable Unit 2
• OU2 is approximately 104 acres 

and consists of 3 sites (Sites 10, 
46, and 76).

• A Record of Decision (ROD) was 
signed in August 1999 
documenting the remedy for OU2:

 - Natural attenuation and 
long-term monitoring (LTM)
for groundwater.

 - Soil vapor extraction (SVE) at 
four Site 10 soil “hot spots” with 
volatile organic compound 
(VOC) contamination.

 - Land use controls, including 
restricted access (fencing and 
warning signs) and constraints 
on land use.

• SVE successfully treated soils at 
Hot Spots 1, 3, and 4 and the 

Old Sanitary
Landfill10

Vehicle Maintenance Area 
(Hobby Shop)76

Slocum
Creek

Turkey Gut

Polishing Ponds No. 1 and No. 246

system was shut down in 2003.

• A ROD Amendment was signed in 2011 to 
address soil contamination at Site 10 Hot 
Spot 2 by installing a soil cover over 
impacted soils; the soil cover was installed 
in 2012.

• LTM of OU2 groundwater began in 2002. 
An effort to re-evaluate and optimize the 
OU2 LTM program was completed in 2011, 
and the new program began in 2012.

• Former 40-acre landfill from 1955 until 
the mid-1980s.

• Basewide primary disposal site for 
household refuse and industrial waste, 
including petroleum, oil and lubricants 
(POLs), solvents, and sludges.

• Two inactive aeration basins for 
wastewater from the Sewage 
Treatment Plant (STP) from 
1942 to 1996.

• Facility used for personal auto 
maintenance, body repair, and 
vehicle storage since the early 1960s.

Site 10
Old Sanitary Landfill

Site 46
Polishing Ponds No. 1

and No. 2

Site 76
Vehicle Maintenance Area

(Hobby Shop)

Hobby Shop 

Site 46 

Central landfill area 

Installation of the soil 
cover at Site 10 
Hot Spot 2

Groundwater sampling during LTM activitiesSite 10 Hot Spot 2 after soil cover installation 

I ll i f h il
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Fly Ash Ponds6

Incinerator and Adjacent Area7

Slocum Creek

Luke Rowe’s Gut

Approximate Former 
Incinerator Location

Operable Unit 3
• OU3 is approximately 19 acres and consists of 2 sites (Sites 6 and 7).

• A Record of Decision (ROD) was signed in September 2000 documenting the remedy for 
OU3:

 - Natural attenuation and long-term monitoring for groundwater.
 - Air sparging for treatment of volatile organic compound (VOC) contamination in Site 7 soil. 
 - Land use controls, including restricted access (fencing and warning signs) and constraints 

on land use.

• Air sparging successfully treated the VOCs in soil and the system was shut down in 2003.

• Long-term monitoring of groundwater was terminated in 2011 when all contaminants 
detected in groundwater no longer exceeded the performance standards in the OU3 ROD.

• OU3 achieved Response Complete in 2012, but land use controls to address metals in soil will 
continue to be in effect as part of the long-term management of OU3.

• Three former ponds used for disposal of power plant fly 
ash and cinders (1940s to 1970) and lime/alum sludge 
from the potable water treatment plant (1980 to 1994).

• In 1996, the 2.5-acre pond area was removed, regraded, 
and revegetated with pine seedlings as part of a 
“Longleaf Pine Initiative”.

• Former incinerator and open burning area covering 
approximately 5 acres.

• From the 1940s until 1955, municipal refuse, waste 
petroleum, oil and lubricants (POLs), and other industrial 
waste were burned in the incinerator and the adjacent 
open burning area.

• The air sparging system began operating in 2000 and was 
shut down in 2003 when soil clean up goals were achieved.

Site 7 warning signs 

Former air sparging system at Site 7Former air sparging system at Site 7

Site 6 former fly ash ponds Site 6 former fly ash ponds

Longleaf Pine Initiative at Site 6 L gl f Pi I iti ti t Sit 6

Site 7
Incinerator Adjacent Area

Site 6
Fly Ash Ponds

Luke Rowe’s Gut separating Sites 6 and 7 



OU4 and LCID landfill area looking southeast OU4 and LCID landfill area looking southeast

Permitted LCID landill Permitted LCID landill

Mill Creek at OU4 Mill Creek at OU4

LCID landfill entrance LCID landfill entrance

• OU4 is approximately 130 acres and consists of 1 site (Site 4).

• A Record of Decision (ROD) was signed in September 2005 documenting the remedy for 
OU4:

 - Natural attenuation and long-term monitoring for groundwater to address several 
chemicals found infrequently above State groundwater standards (primarily benzene).

 - Land use controls, including restricted groundwater use and constraints on excavation that 
encounters groundwater.

• Long-term monitoring of groundwater and land use controls will continue until all 
groundwater contaminants no longer exceed the performance standards in the OU4 ROD.

• Formerly consisted of several borrow pits that were later used for 
waste disposal, a lined drum storage area, a construction debris 
landfill, and an asbestos disposal area.

• Borrow pit excavation and disposal activities occurred in the 1940s 
and 1950s.

• Starting in 1982, construction debris and asbestos were disposed of 
in the borrow pit area. In 1997, the area was permitted as an active 
land clearing and inert debris (LCID) landfill, and is currrently used 
for recycling of unpainted/untreated wood, yard waste, and inert 
construction debris.

Operable Unit 4

Borrow Pit/Landfill (North of Runway 14)4

MMMMMMMMMMMMMMMiiiiiiiiiilllllllllllllllllllllll CCCCCCCCCCCCCCrrrrrrrrreeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeekkkkkkkkkkkkkMill Creek

RRRRRRRRRuuuuuuuuuuuuuunnnnnnnnnnnnnwwwwwwwwwwaaaaaaaayyyyyyyyyyy 1111111114444444444

Runway 14

Site 4
Borrow Pit/Landfill (North of Runway 14)



• OU5 is approximately 17 acres 
and consists of 2 sites (Sites 1 
and 2).

• A Record of Decision (ROD) 
was signed in July 2006 
documenting the remedy for 
OU5:

 - No further action for Site 1.
 - Natural attenuation and 

long-term monitoring for 
Site 2 groundwater to 
address several chemicals 
found infrequently above 
State groundwater 
standards (benzene, 
trichloroethene, and vinyl 
chloride).

 - Land use controls, including 
restricted groundwater use and 
constraints on excavation that 
encounters groundwater.

• Long-term monitoring of groundwater 
was terminated in 2011 when all 
contaminants detected in groundwater 
no longer exceeded the performance 
standards in the OU5 ROD.

• OU5 achieved Response Complete and 
Site Closure in 2012, allowing the 
removal of land use controls.

• Former borrow pits and disposal areas for construction debris 
and possibly some industrial waste. Several empty 55-gallon 
drums have been found among areas of surface debris.

• Disturbed areas are approximately 4 acres for Site 1 and 6 acres 
for Site 2.

• Use of the sites for borrow pits began in the mid to late 1950s.

View of Site 1 from Reed’s Gut View of Site 1 from Reed’s Gut

Construction debris pile – Site 1 Construction debris pile – Site 1

Site 1 debris 

Construction debris pile – Site 2 

Operable Unit 5 (Closed)

Site 1 and 2
Borrow Pits/Landfills

Borrow Pit/Landfill 2 

Borrow Pit/Landfill 1 
Reeds Gut 
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Storage Tank Location
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• OU6 is approximately 7 acres and consists of 1 site (Site 12) located along former Runway 28.
• A Record of Decision (ROD) was signed in September 2006 documenting the remedy for 

OU6:
 - Excavation and offsite disposal of contaminated soil beneath former Burn Pit E (see “Soil 

Removal Action” box below).
 - Natural attenuation and long-term 

monitoring for groundwater to 
address petroleum-related 
compounds (naphthalene, 
2-methylnaphthalene, and 
ethylbenzene).

 - Land use controls, including 
restricted groundwater use and 
constraints on excavation that 
encounters groundwater.

• Long-term monitoring of 
groundwater was terminated in 2008 
when all contaminants detected in 
groundwater no longer exceeded the 
performance standards in the OU6 
ROD.

• OU6 achieved Response Complete 
and Site Closure in 2008, allowing 
the removal of land use controls.

• Former location of a series of burn pits formed by 
circular rings of dirt placed on the runway surface; 
these historic burn pits were used to burn waste fuel 
for fire-fighting practice beginning in the mid-1960s.

• The current crash crew burn pit was constructed in 
1985, and consists of a 100-ft. diameter concrete pad 
with a concrete curb and drainage system to capture 
runoff.

• Other site features include an oil/water separator that 
receives burn pit runoff and a former waste oil 
underground storage tank that was removed in 1995.

• In March 2007, nearly 2,900 cubic yards of soil were 
removed from beneath the former Burn Pit E location, 
down to a total depth of 7.5 feet.

• The excavated soil was sampled for toxicity 
characteristics and disposed of at an offsite, permitted 
landfill

• The excavation was backfilled with clean soil and the 
area was repaved with asphalt.

Operable Unit 6 (Closed)

Crash crew training activities 
at the current burn pit

Close-up of current burn pit and drainClose-up of current burn pit and drain Backfilling excavated area

Soil excavation

Asphalt removal prior to soil excavationsphalt removal prior to soil excavation

Site 12
Crash Crew Training Area

Soil Removal Action at 
Former Burn Pit E Location

Soil excavation

As

Backfilling excavated area



Borrow Pit/ Landfill19

Borrow Pit/ Landfill21

Former Sludge Application Area44B

Shop Branch

H
ancock Creek

• OU13 is approximately 61 acres 
and consists of 3 sites (Sites 
19, 21 and 44B).

• A Record of Decision (ROD) 
was signed in September 2005 
documenting the remedy for 
OU13:

 - Natural attenuation and 
long-term monitoring for 
groundwater to address 
several chemicals found 
infrequently above State 
groundwater standards 
(primary 1,1-dichloroethene 
and vinyl chloride).

 - Land use controls, including 
restricted groundwater use 
and constraints on 
excavation that encounters 
groundwater.

Operable Unit 13 (Closed)

Site 19 and 21
Borrow Pits/Landfills

Site 44B
Former Sludge Application Area

• Consists of areas north and south of Runway 32L that 
include several former borrow pits that were later 
used for waste disposal.

• The first borrow pits were excavated in 1949 and the 
sites continued to be used until the early 1960s.

• No disposal records exist that list the quantities or 
types of wastes, but they are believed to include fly 
ash from the power plant and possibly industrial 
waste and asbestos-lined piping.

• An area adjacent to Site 21 where liquefied sludge 
from the Air Station sewage treatment plant was 
land applied in 1987.

• In the 1950s and 1960s, the area was reportedly a 
disposal site for wastes that may have included 
asbestos piping.

Borrow pit/landfill area facing Runway 32L 

Site 19 adjacent to Hancock Creek Site 19 adjacent to Hancock Creek Hancock Creek next to Runway 32L approach lights Hancock Creek next to Runway 32L approach lights 

Former sludge application area Former sludge application area 

• Long-term monitoring of groundwater 
was terminated in 2012 when all 
contaminants detected in groundwater 
no longer exceeded the performance 
standards in the OU13 ROD.

• OU13 achieved Response Complete and 
Site Closure in 2013, allowing the removal 
of land use controls.



Flightline area with Building 130 at left 

Operable Unit 14
• OU14 includes one site (Site 90) characterized by groundwater contamination beneath the 

flightline area surrounding a large aircraft hangar (Building 130) adjacent to Runway 14L.

• A Record of Decision (ROD) was signed in September 2009 documenting the remedy for 
OU14:

 - Natural attenuation and long-term monitoring for groundwater to address volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), namely trichlorethene (TCE) and daughter compounds formed from the 
natural breakdown of TCE.

 - Land use controls, including restrictions on groundwater use, constraints on excavation that 
encounters groundwater, and a requirement to evaluate the potential for vapor intrusion to 
indoor air in the event of new building construction or existing building modification.

• Long-term monitoring of groundwater and land use controls will continue until all groundwater 
contaminants no longer exceed the performance standards in the OU14 ROD.

• Groundwater contamination at OU14 was first discovered 
near Building 130, but was later found to extend to the 
northwest, along most of the flightline area.

• There are no records of releases that indicate the origin of 
groundwater contamination, although an aircraft wash rack 
near Building 130 appears to be one of several likely 
sources.

Site 90
Building 130 VOC-Contaminated Groundwater

Operable Unit 14

Building 130 VOC-Contaminated Groundwater90

WWWWaaaasssshhhhhhh  RRRaaccckkkkWash Rack

Wash rack southeast of Building 130 W h k th t f B ildi g 130

Wash Rack

Concentrations of TCE and vinyl chloride (VC) in Surficial aquifer 
groundwater at OU14 l h l h ld l f
C t ti f TCE d i l hl id (VC) i S fi i l if



Slocum Creek in the Vicinity of OU2 and OU382

Slocum
Creek

OU 2

OU 3

Operable Unit 15 (Closed)

·  OU15 includes one site (Site 82) 
and consists of the portion of 
Slocum Creek immediately 
adjacent to Operable Units 2 
and 3.

· The U.S. Navy, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection 
Agency, and the North Carolina 
Department of Environment and 
Natural Resources agreed that 
no remedy or clean up was 
needed to protect human health 
and the environment.

·  A Record of Decision (ROD) was 
signed in June 2003 
documenting a “No Action” 
remedy for OU15.

Site 82
Slocum Creek in the Vicinity of OU2 and OU3

·  Soil and groundwater contamination within OU2 and OU3 was 
investigated in the 1990s, and clean up actions were 
implemented at both OUs by the early 2000s. 

·  Site 82 was established to investigate potential risks to human 
health and the environment from fish consumption and 
exposure to surface water and sediment adjacent to OU2 and 
OU3.  

·  The results of human health and ecological risk assessments 
indicated no unacceptable risks from exposure to chemicals 
detected at OU15.

View of OU2 and OU3 adjacent to Slocum Creek at the 
mouth of Luke Rowe’s Gut 
View of OU2 and OU3 adjacent to Slocum Creek at the

Slocum Road Bridge at north end of OU15Slocum Road Bridge at north end of OU15

Slocum Creek looking south from the Slocum Road Bridge Slocum Creek looking south from the Slocum Road Bridge
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Errata/Revisions to Pre-Publication Versions 

Pre-publication versions of this document have been available in print since June 2001 and 
online since October 2001. The following revisions to the pre-publication versions appear in this 
document: 

Revision 1 (June 2001): Chapter 5 (Implementing Community Involvement in Remedial 
Actions), section 12 (Operation and Maintenance), rewritten. 

Revision 2 (December 2001): Name of original Appendix was changed to Appendix A: Superfund 
Community Involvement Requirements. Added Appendix B: Superfund Community Involvement 
Directives. Revised Chapter 2 to include an explanation of the Directives. 

Revision 3 (April 2002): References to “SARA” in Appendix A were changed to “CERCLA”. 
“Notice and Comment Period on Consent Decrees” was changed to “Notice and Comment Period on 
Settlement Agreements.” 

Revision 4 (April 2005): Added Appendix C: Community Involvement During Enforcement 
Actions, a revision of a chapter from the 1992 publication Community Relations in Superfund: A 
Handbook. Appendix C provides additional detail on Superfund community involvement activities and 
requirements during enforcement activities at Superfund remedial and removal sites. Also, eight 
OSWER Directives were added to Appendix B. 
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Notice 
The policy and procedures set out in this document are intended solely for the guidance of 
Government personnel. They are not intended, nor can they be relied upon, to create any rights 
enforceable by any party in litigation with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Officials 
may decide to follow the guidance provided in this document, or to act at variance with the 
guidance, based on an analysis of site circumstances. The Agency reserves the right to change 
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION
 The most current version 

1 

of this publication is 
available at 

www.epa.gov/superfund 

seem significant, the concept of public partici

idea of imparting information to citizens was 
understood, but the idea of involving citizens 
and using their advice in making decisions was 

activities mostly focused on information 
dissemination rather than on exchange of 

As the Agency learned more about hazardous 
wastes and cleaning them up, so did the general 
public. Now people in every community have 
an opportunity to be as informed about 

who live near Superfund sites should play a 

tive contribution to the site assessment and 
cleanup process when they have taken the time 
to become involved. 

How to Use The Handbook 
This Handbook contains guidance on how to 

program: 

• 
ment in Superfund, describes the mission 
statement of the Superfund Community 
Involvement Program, community involvement 
legal requirements and policy guidelines, the 
big ideas in community involvement, and the 
shared community involvement responsibilities 

• Chapter 3, Risk Communication, focuses 
on the fundamentals of risk communication 
to promote informed public participation in 
Superfund risk assessment and risk manage
ment decisions. 

• Chapter 4, Early Planning for Meaningful 
Community Involvement, explains the 
importance of conducting community 
interviews and accepting community ideas. 
This chapter also discusses steps necessary 

pation was new, even in the private sector. The 

novel. Consequently, early community relations 

information and ideas with the community. 

Superfund issues as the EPA experts. People 

meaningful role in the decisions that affect their 
community. Many people have made a substan

implement an effective community involvement 

Chapter 2, The Role of Community Involve

of the members of the Site Team. 

The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) applies the term community involvement 
to its commitment to early and meaningful 
community participation during Superfund 
cleanup. The foundation of Superfund’s commu
nity involvement program is the belief that 
members of the the public affected by a Super
fund site have a right to know what the Agency 
is doing in their community and to have a say in 
the decision-making process. This Handbook 
presents legal and policy requirements for 
Superfund community involvement and addi
tional suggestions for involving the community 
in the Superfund process. These suggestions are 
based on experience and are intended to enact 
EPA’s commitment to providing the public with 
every opportunity to become meaningfully 
involved in the Superfund process. 

Background 
When Congress passed the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA), also known as 
Superfund, in 1980, it incorporated public 
involvement into the Superfund process. Con
gress intended to ensure that the people whose 
lives were affected by abandoned hazardous 
wastes and EPA’s actions to clean them up would 
have a say in what happened in their community. 

Since then, Congress, through passage of the 
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
of 1986 (SARA), and EPA, through administra
tive reforms, have further strengthened the role 
of community members in the Superfund pro
cess. While EPA retains the final responsibility 
and authority to decide what will happen at a 
Superfund site, the Agency values and seriously 
considers community input. 

Over the years, EPA’s Superfund program has 
learned a lot about working with people affected 
by hazardous waste cleanups. Initially, “commu
nity involvement” was called “community 
relations,” and although the wording may not 
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for drafting a Community Involvement Plan 
that encourages collaboration and sharing 
information with the public. 

•	 Chapter 5, Implementing Community 
Involvement in Remedial Actions, outlines 
the steps in the Superfund process and ex
plains required and recommended outreach 
activities that should occur at each step. This 
chapter starts with Site Assessment and 
finishes with deletion from the National 
Priority List. 

•	 Chapter 6, Implementing Community 
Involvement in Removal Actions, discusses 
required and recommended community 
involvement procedures for Superfund re
moval actions. This chapter covers emergency 
removals, time-critical removals, and non-
time-critical removals. 

•	 Chapter 7, Dealing with the Media, dis
cusses how the Site Team can improve its 
relationship with the media by becoming a 
valuable resource. This chapter addresses how 
to establish a media perimeter, conduct brief
ings, provide visuals, understand and work 
within different news cycles, use carefully 
defined messages, and obtain feedback. 

•	 Chapter 8, Community Involvement at 
Federal Facilities, addresses the differences 
between responses managed by EPA and those 

led by Federal facilities or States. The chapter 
emphasizes the Site Team’s interaction with 
other lead agencies to improve outreach and 
community involvement at these sites. 

•	 Chapter 9, Community Involvement Activi
ties During Residential Relocation, presents 
suggestions for conducting community in
volvement and outreach activities at sites 
where residents are being either temporarily or 
permanently relocated. 

•	 Appendix A presents a comprehensive list of 
statutory and regulatory community involve
ment requirements in the Superfund program. 
This list represents the minimum requirements 
for community involvement under the law. 
However, be aware that truly successful 
community involvement typically requires 
actions beyond the basic requirements. 

•	 Appendix B presents ten OSWER Directives 
related to Superfund community involvement. 

•	 Appendix C presents additional detail on 
Superfund community involvement activities 
and requirements during enforcement activities 
at remedial and removal sites. 

This Handbook cross-references many of the tools 
and resources found in the Superfund Community 
Involvement Toolkit, referred to hereafter as the 
Toolkit. 

2 
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The mission of the Superfund Community 
Involvement Program is to advocate and 
strengthen early and meaningful community 
participation during Superfund cleanups. 

`tq,O{zoq|Å 

—Community involvement“ is the name EPA uses 
to identify its process for engaging in dialogue 
and collaboration with communities affected by 
Superfund sites. EPA community involvement is 
founded on the belief that people have a right to 
know what the Agency is doing in their commu-
nity and to have a say in it. Its purpose is to give 
people the opportunity to become involved in the 
Agency‘s activities and to help shape the deci-
sions that are made. 

Superfund community involvement is not a 
public relations effort to sell the Agency or its 
plans to the community, nor is it just the commu-
nication of information. Remedies that have 
community concerns and interests factored into 
them are less controversial and more likely to be 
accepted. Community involvement is the vehicle 
EPA uses to get community concerns and inter-
ests to the decision-making table. 

`tq,XqÅÅq~,{r,Åtq,XmÑ,Éq~ÄÇÄ,Åtq,UzÅqzÅ,{r 
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CERCLA, as implemented by the National 
Contingency Plan (NCP), requires specific 
community involvement activities that must 
occur at certain points throughout the Superfund 
process. The Appendix to this document lists 
these activities according to the steps in the 
cleanup process. EPA policy, however, goes 
beyond the letter of the law and recommends the 
implementation of additional community involve-
ment activities not required by the NCP. 

In CERCLA, Congress was clear about its intent 
for the Agency to provide every opportunity for 
residents of affected communities to become 
active participants in the process and to have a 

say in the decisions that affect their community. 
Congress, in establishing the Superfund program, 
wanted the Agency to be guided by the people 
whose lives are impacted by Superfund sites. The 
intent of the law is restated in the NCP at 40 CFR 
300.430(c)(2)(ii): —(A) Ensure the public appro-
priate opportunities for involvement in a wide 
variety of site-related decisions, including site 
analysis and characterization, alternatives analy-
sis, and selection of remedy; and (B) Determine, 
based on community interviews, appropriate 
activities to ensure such public involvement.“ 

—You will be most successful when you 
regularly interact with the community 
and proactively share information in an 
understandable way.“ 
Paul Groulx, OSC, Region 1 

? 

Satisfying the intent of the law–ensuring that the 
public has appropriate opportunities for involve-
ment–may include implementing the formal and 
informal outreach activities listed in the Super-

, which 
Handbook 

the includes a number of 
standard and innovative outreach activities that 

to and involve people leads to a smoother and 
more timely cleanup. Most communities can 

satisfied with it, provided they understand how 
the decision was reached and had a meaningful 
part in reaching the decision. 

Integrating community involvement into every 
phase of cleanup requires the commitment of all 

members typically include: a Remedial Project 
Manager (RPM) or On-Scene Coordinator (OSC) 
or both; the Community Involvement Coordinator 

fund Community Involvement Toolkit
complements this document. This 
cross-references many of the tools and resources in 

Toolkit. The Toolkit

EPA can use to satisfy the intent of the law. EPA 
has learned that making the extra effort to listen 

accept a remedy, even if they are not completely 

`tq,_uÅq,`qmy 

members of a Superfund Site Team. Team 
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(CIC); a Site Assessment Manager (SAM); an 
attorney; and other technical staff. 

The RPM or OSC is the overall project manager 
and is responsible for all site activities, including 
public outreach and community involvement. The 
role of the project manager is vitally important in 
public participation and outreach. The active 
involvement of the project manager promotes 
public participation among all team members and 
ensures the integration of community involvement 
in the cleanup process. Furthermore, the commu-
nity sees that the entire Site Team is involved in 
public participation, which encourages the com-
munity to become interested and involved in the 
Superfund process. This ultimately helps to 
establish EPA‘s credibility in the community and to 
build trust between EPA and the community. 

The CIC is responsible for advising the project 
manager and the Site Team on required commu-
nity involvement activities and on activities that 
are recommended to ensure the community has 
every opportunity to be involved. The CIC often is 
delegated responsibility for planning community 

@ 

how early and meaningful public involvement 
can lead to a better cleanup. The community 

Remedial Investigation (RI) 
tiveness of early community involvement in 

significantly to the cleanup effort, primarily 

A site in Region 2 provides an example of 

at this site played a substantive role in plan-
ning for the cleanup. A community task force 
was organized prior to the initiation of the 

the Superfund cleanup process. The task force 
provided assistance and valuable input to 
EPA on the best approach for dealing with 
soils, sediments, and ground-water contami-
nation. The Remedial Project Manager 
reported that the task force contributed 

through early scoping of issues and dissemi-
nation of information to the community. 

to test the effec-

At a site in Region 5, EPA developed a 
partnership with a community group, the 
Minority Health Coalition. This partner-
ship was pivotal in overcoming years of 
mistrust and community dissatisfaction 
about a former municipal landfill. EPA 
solicited community input on the remedy 
and changed the plans for dealing with 
groundwater issues as a result of commu-
nity concerns. The community also came 
up with useful suggestions for removing 
an underground storage tank and design-
ing a cap for the landfill. 

involvement and public outreach activities and for 
implementing most of these activities. However, 
an activity is most effective when it is imple-
mented by the entire Site Team. 

A good example of how a community involvement 
activity is planned and implemented is community 
interviews, which are conducted to obtain infor-
mation for the Community Involvement Plan 
(CIP). The CIC can plan the interviews and make 
the necessary arrangements. Then, the CIC and 
the project manager (and other team members, if 
possible) can conduct the interviews. Through 
this approach, citizens see that there is broader 
interest in what they have to say, and the project 
manager starts establishing trust with the commu-
nity. The project manager also will obtain a 
firsthand understanding of community interests 
and sentiments. 

All Site Team members should participate in 
community involvement activities whenever 
possible. Team members should contact key 
people in the community periodically and also take 
time during site visits to meet informally with 
community members. Although project managers 
may not be able to participate in all community 
involvement activities, they should be briefed after 
key activities and maintain contact with the CIC, 
other team members, and the community. 
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Directive 9230.0-18, based upon Superfund 
Management Review Recommendation #43B. 
Among other things, the directive states that —it is 
important that we demonstrate to citizens that 
they are involved in the decision-making process.“ 

should make every effort to fully incorporate the 

Superfund Management Review listed four steps 

poration: —listen carefully to what citizens are 
saying; take the time necessary to deal with their 
concerns; change planned actions where citizen 
suggestions have merit; and explain to citizens 

ment Review have been restated in the general 
community involvement objectives listed below: 
• Keep the public well informed of ongoing 

and planned activities. Most communities, 

including those that appear unconcerned, want 

there appears to be nothing going on at the site. 
It is a mistake to believe that if there is nothing 

• Encourage and enable the public to get 
involved. People should be able to talk to the 

ences, and should be able to easily get in touch 
at other times. 

• . 
Superfund managers and staff should listen 
carefully to the concerns and comments of 
citizens throughout the Superfund cleanup 

to listen to what people are saying not only 
during the comment period after the Proposed 
Plan is issued, but during the entire process. 

hanced by involving the public early and often. 

throughout the process leads to better decision 

adopted innovative techniques for soliciting 
citizen input. These include community 

many of these techniques as possible to 

community input but made it clear that the 

potential economic impact of the cleanup. 
The community was very satisfied with the 

After several years of community hostility 
and distrust at a Superfund smelter site, 

included community members and other 
key stakeholders. The forum assisted in the 

the forum has continued to work on plans 
for cleaning up the smelter site. 

On January 21, 1991, EPA issued Office of Solid 
Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER) 

The directive emphasizes the objective that EPA 

public‘s concern into site decision making. The 

necessary to satisfactorily accomplish this incor-

what EPA has done and why.“ 

The recommendations of the Superfund Manage-

to be informed of EPA‘s activities even when 

significant to share with the community, there is 
no need to talk to the community. 

RPM and other members of the Site Team at 
regularly scheduled meetings or teleconfer-

Listen carefully to what the public is saying

process. It is in the interest of Superfund staff 

The long-term success of the project is en-

Carefully considering the public‘s concerns 

making. Some Site Teams have successfully 

workgroups, open houses, and informal discus-
sions. Site Teams are encouraged to try as 

communicate with the community. (See the 

An RPM at a State-led site worked directly 
with community residents. He listened to 

final decision rested with the regulatory 
agency. Citizens formed a community group 
and felt empowered because the group 
could give input directly to the decision 
maker. They felt that the RPM was sensitive 
to the community‘s concerns about the 

remedy selected, which takes an innovative 
approach and will be much less costly than 
other options that were considered. 

EPA organized a Coordinating Forum that 

development and selection of a remedy for 
residential cleanup that all participants 
could support. That remedy was imple-
mented without any major problems, and 
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Community Involvement Tools in the Toolkit 
for a detailed list and description of how and 
when to use different outreach techniques). 

• Identify and deal responsibly with public 
concerns. Incorporating public concerns into 
site decisions need not be a cause for delay or 
excessive cost. By allocating sufficient time 
and resources for community involvement at 
the outset, the Site Team can successfully 
address community concerns in site decisions. 
For example, 30 days may not be enough time 
for an interested public to read and comment 
on a proposed plan. The Site Team will engen-
der more trust and support if it works with the 
community to establish a realistic review period 
from the outset. OSWER Directive #9230.0-08 
of March 8, 1990, titled —Planning for Sufficient 
Community Relations,“ provides additional 
guidance and instructs Regions to dedicate 
adequate resources to support additional 
community involvement needs. The directive 
recommends that Regions —...establish a 
discretionary fund that they could use to fund 
additional work necessary to respond to citizen 
concerns.“ 

• Change planned actions where public com-
ments or concerns have merit. It is crucial that 
EPA remain flexible and be willing to alter 
plans when a local community presents valid 
concerns. In recent years, EPA has demon-
strated an increased willingness to change or 
significantly alter its preferred remedy. In 
some instances, public input has saved EPA 
from mistakes and unnecessary costs. It is 
more cost-effective to spend time, energy, and 
money working with the public regularly than to 
deal with resistance created when a commu-
nity believes it has been left out of the process. 
EPA may remain unpersuaded after hearing 
from the public, but it is EPA‘s responsibility to 
seriously consider suggestions and provide 
feedback demonstrating that community 
comments were carefully and thoughtfully 
considered. The measure of success should not 
be whether the community applauds the 

An On-Scene Coordinator (OSC) at a 
New England site encouraged community 
members to form a task force to guide 
decision making at the site. The OSC took 
the position that he —worked for the 
community.“ He saw it as his job to keep 
people informed and get their buy-in. He 
listened and built a foundation based on 
communication. The OSC acknowledges 
that it took a lot of effort up front to give 
residents a stake in the effort. —I empow-
ered the community without giving the 
store away,“ he said. 

Once the task force was formed, the OSC 
listened to what they had to say. EPA‘s 
initial plan called for demolition and on-
site burial of waste under a cap. The task 
force found it would be more prudent to 
remove everything to avoid land use 
restrictions and monitoring requirements. 
EPA and the State worked hard to make 
the recommendation work. The Site Team 
had an ambitious yet realistic plan and a 
battle cry of —ahead of schedule and 
under budget,“ and they did it. 

remedy because EPA did what the community 
asked, but whether or not EPA honestly 
listened to people who participated and genu-
inely responded to their concerns. 

• 	 Explain to citizens how EPA considered their 
comments, what EPA plans to do, and why EPA 
reached its decision. Regardless of the out-
come of site decisions, EPA must fully com-
municate those decisions to the public. The 
most thorough vehicle for such communica-
tions is the —responsiveness summary,“ EPA‘s 
written response to comments received from 
the public. It is imperative that the public be 
able to see EPA‘s response to their concerns 
and comments in writing. Responses should be 
clear and candid, not loaded with technical and 
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legal jargon, and provide reasons and justifica-
tions explaining EPA‘s decision. Although the 
responsiveness summary is the most visible 
and comprehensive explanation of EPA 
decisions, it is only one component of the 
process. EPA should explain site decisions 
throughout the entire cleanup, rather than only 
at a few key stages. EPA must establish and 
maintain a dialogue through which site deci-
sions are discussed as they are made, as well 
as make Superfund documents more available 
to the public throughout the cleanup process. 

O{~q,bmxÇqÄ,r{~,\Çnxuo 
\m~Åuou|mÅu{z 
The Superfund program endorses the core values 
for public participation developed by the Interna-
tional Association for Public Participation. These 
core values are also incorporated into the Model 
Plan for Public Participation developed by the 
National Environmental Justice Advisory Council 
and are the foundation upon which EPA should 
base its interactions with communities: 
• 	 People should have a say in decisions about 

actions that affect their lives. 
• 	 Public participation includes the promise that 

the public‘s contribution will influence the 
decision. 

• 	 The public participation process communicates 
the interests and meets the needs of all partici-
pants. 

• 	 The public participation process seeks out and 
facilitates the involvement of those who are 
potentially affected. 

• 	 The public participation process involves 
citizens in defining how they participate. 

• 	 The public participation process communicates 
to participants how their input was or was not 
used. 

• 	 The public participation process provides 
participants with the information they need to 
participate in a meaningful way. 

_Çyym~Ü

The purpose of Superfund‘s Community Involve-
ment Program is to provide the mechanism 
through which EPA and a community can work 
collaboratively on a good solution to the hazard-
ous waste problem confronting that community. 
As practiced by EPA, community involvement 
fulfills the statutory and regulatory requirements 
of CERCLA, as well as the intent of the law. At 
most sites, the success of community involve-
ment has a direct impact on the success of the 
overall cleanup. For this reason, EPA‘s preferred 
cleanup remedy, as presented in the Proposed 
Plan, should reflect community concerns as much 
as possible. When it does, the community usually 
is more willing to accept the Proposed Plan. This 
will eliminate potential delays in the implementa-
tion of cleanup plans. 
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This chapter discusses the principles underlying 
effective risk communication and focuses on the 
need for the Superfund Site Team and all others 
involved in communication and decision-making 
activities at a Superfund site to understand and 
implement these principles (see the Risk Com-
munication tool in the Toolkit for additional tips 
on effective risk communication and references to 
useful resources). Communication of risk will be 
effective only if the Agency‘s overall communica-
tion effort at a site is effective. This means 
establishing early communication networks that 
build trust and credibility. While there is a need to 
explain the technical basis for EPA‘s decisions 
and their effects on the risk facing the public, risk 
communication involves much more than merely 
—informing“ the public. It is an on-going, two-way 
process between the government and the public. 
The government must provide information to the 
public in an understandable and useful manner. 

—Significant community involvement in the 
risk assessment led to a better product and 
increased public confidence in the project.“ 
Fred MacMillan, RPM, Region 3 

Risk communication activities are an integral part 
of the Community Involvement Plan (CIP; see 
also the Community Involvement Plan tool in 
the Toolkit). Basic objectives and criteria for 
successful risk communication should increase: 
• 	 Agency awareness of the public‘s perception 

of risks at a site; 
• 	 Public understanding of the chemicals of 

concern and corresponding potential effects on 
human health and the environment; 

• 	 Public understanding of the risks of remedial 
actions; and 

• 	 Public understanding of how the agency uses 
risk assessment in decision-making at a site. 

Even an effective risk communication process 
does not guarantee consensus on the proper 
remediation activity among all affected parties. 
The goal of the risk communication strategy is to 
increase the understanding and involvement of 
interested parties in the process rather than reach 
unanimity. To that end, the public needs to be 
informed of Superfund‘s mandate to address 
public health and environmental threats from 
hazardous waste sites, rather than achieving zero-
risk or to return waste sites to their best use. 

Risk assessment is used in the Superfund process 
to help answer questions regarding: the risks of 
doing nothing to clean up a site; exposure and 
cleanup levels; and risks from undertaking 
cleanup activities. The public is much more likely 
to accept an Agency decision if it has been 
involved in the decision-making process and 
helped to establish exposure levels. In some ways, 
effective risk communication gains the Agency 
the —benefit of the doubt“ when making decisions. 
Risk communication allows the public to feel that, 
although it may not be in total agreement with 
agency actions, EPA should be allowed to pro-
ceed as long as the public can hold the Agency 
accountable and verify its activities. 

This chapter reviews the basic principles underly-
ing effective risk communication. It also provides 
practical guidance on how to discuss technical 
issues with the public and address their concerns. 

\~uzou|xqÄ,{r,^uÄw 
O{yyÇzuomÅu{z 
The —public“ is not a single entity. Rather, it is 
made up of a wide range of individuals including, 
but not limited to, potentially responsible parties, 
individuals living near a site, members of special 
interest groups, and state and local politicians. 
Any communication effort must be directed to the 
specific needs of targeted public sectors. For 
purposes of this chapter, we simply refer to the 
—public,“ while recognizing its many sub-groups. 

E
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The goal of risk communication is to promote 
public involvement that is informed, reasonable, 
thoughtful, solution-oriented, and collaborative. 

tudes. The 
Communication are the principles for effective 

recommendations, not hard and fast rules. 

1) 
This can be accomplished by 

involving the community and all other parties 

mind that you work for the public. 

2) Plan carefully and evaluate your efforts. 
Successful risk communication planning and 

(2) assessment of strengths and weaknesses of 

ests of various groups; (4) staff training 
(including technical staff) in communication 
skills; (5) message rehearsal and testing; and 
(6) evaluation and —lessons learned.“ 

3) 
Do not make assumptions about what people 

find these out by listening to parties with an 
interest in the issue and and recognizing their 
feelings. People often are more concerned 

fairness, caring, and compassion than mortality 
statistics or quantitative risk assessments. 

4) Be honest, frank, and open. State your 
credentials, but do not ask or expect to be 
trusted. If you do not know an answer or are 
uncertain, acknowledge it and respond with the 
answer as soon as possible. Do not hesitate to 

to share more information, not less; otherwise, 
people may think you are hiding something. 

EPA plays a pivotal role in shaping these atti-
Seven Cardinal Rules of Risk 

risk communication developed by EPA. They are 

Accept and involve the public as a legiti-
mate partner. 

that have an interest in the issue early. Keep in 

evaluation entails: (1) clear, explicit objectives; 

risk data; (3) attention to the needs and inter-

Listen to the public‘s specific concerns. 

know, think, or want. Instead, take the time to 

about trust, credibility, competence, control, 

admit mistakes or disclose risk information. Try 

5) Coordinate and collaborate with other 
credible sources. Take the time to coordinate 
with other organizations. Try to issue communi-
cations jointly with other credible sources. Few 
things make risk communication more difficult 
than conflicts or public disagreements with 
such sources. 

6) Meet the needs of the media. Be open with 
and accessible to reporters. Realize that 
reporters must meet their deadlines. Provide 
risk information tailored to the needs of each 
type of media. Prepare in advance and provide 
background material on complex issues. Do not 
hesitate to follow up on stories with praise or 
criticism. Establish long-term relationships of 
trust with specific editors and reporters. Keep 
in mind that the media are usually more 
interested in reporting politics rather than risk, 
simplicity rather than complexity, and danger 
rather than safety (see the Media tool in the 
Toolkit and Chapter 7 in this Handbook). 

7) Speak clearly and with compassion. Be 
sensitive to norms, such as speech and dress. 
Whether addressing large groups or individuals, 
use simple, non-technical language. Communi-
cate on a personal level by using vivid, con-
crete images or examples and anecdotes that 
make technical risk data come alive. Use 
comparisons to help put risks in perspective, 
but avoid comparisons that do not include 
distinctions that people consider important. 
Acknowledge and respond with words and 
actions to emotions that people express– 
anxiety, fear, anger, outrage, and helplessness. 
Always try to include a discussion of actions 
that are underway or can be taken. Tell people 
what you cannot do. Promise only what you 
can do, and be sure to do what you promise. 

Although these appear to be basic, common-sense 
rules for communication, they are frequently 
ignored. The Site Team must make special efforts 
to incorporate these communication rules into all 
projects. 



== 

^uÄw,O{yyÇzuomÅu{z,UÄ::: 

• Discusses risk and other concerns to 
identify mutual solutions; 

• Responds effectively to public outrage; 
and 

• 

^uÄw,O{yyÇzuomÅu{z,UÄ,Z{Å::: 
• 

s way; or 
• s 

conceptualization of risk is much richer than 
that of the experts and reflects legitimate 
concerns that are typically omitted from 
expert risk assessment. As a result, risk 
communication and risk management efforts 
are destined to fail unless they are structured 
as a two-way process. Each side, expert and 
public, has something valid to contribute. 
Each side must respect the insights and 

tions of Risk,“ Science, 236:285, 1987 

Individuals are often much more concerned with 
non-technical issues, such as fairness and control, 
than with the technical details of risk assessment. 
The risk communicator needs to address both 
technical risk assessment and non-technical 

dency to focus on the technical issues, often to 

When this occurs, the Agency representative is 
not communicating with the public, especially 
since the public often views risk differently than 
do the technical experts. 

complain that the public is being irrational or 
emotional by failing to see the wisdom of the 
technical assessment. These experts feel that if 
they could just educate the public to the —real“ 
risk (e.g., injury from a Superfund site), then most 

of risk can be driven by non-technical concerns 
and no amount of explanation of the technical 
data will address non-technical fears. 

This is not to say that the technical aspects of risk 

the technical aspects of the risk assessment are 
usually the basis for risk management decisions. 

both technical questions from the public regarding 
the scientific underpinnings of site management 
decisions and any non-technical issues raised by 
the public. In turn, a good risk communication 

technical public concerns about risk and provides 
opportunities for the public to understand the 
technical aspects of risk assessment. 

sections identify some general guidelines to help 
explain risk to a lay audience, describe technical 

concerns. 

O{zoq~zÄ 
Any explanation of the risk around a Superfund 
site must be coupled with a recognition of the 

risk at the site. Public perceptions of risk are very 
important. Agency staff need to realize that if the 
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A two-way process that: 

Is genuine and sincere, and conducted 
with people‘s interests in mind. 

A public relations scheme to steer the 
public into seeing it EPA‘
Another way of better explaining EPA‘
point of view. 

—Lay people sometimes lack certain informa-
tion about hazards. However, their basic 

intelligence of the other.“ - P. Slovic, —Percep-

Mpp~qÄÄuzs,`qotzuomx,mzp 
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concerns. Agency representatives have a ten-

the exclusion of the public‘s other concerns. 

Too often, experts in government or industry 

of their concerns could be dispelled. That as-
sumption is not realistic. The public‘s perception 

assessment are not important. On the contrary, 

The Site Team should be prepared to respond to 

strategy prepares the Site Team to deal with non-

The —bottom line“ is to establish trust and cred-
ibility between EPA and the public. The following 

issues, and respond to the public‘s non-technical 

Z{z9`qotzuomx,\Çnxuo 

issues that are driving the public‘s perception of 
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public perceives something as a risk then it is a 
risk, no matter how minimal technical experts 
consider the risk to be. Researchers have identi-
fied factors that contribute to the way the public 
perceives a risk. Given the same technical risk 
assessment, these factors will affect whether 
individuals view a problem as more or less risky. 

Less Risky More Risky 

Voluntary Involuntary 

Familiar Unfamiliar 

Natural Man Made 

Fair Unfair 

Controlled by Self Controlled by Others 

Chronic Catastrophic 

Not Memorable Memorable 

An example is the perception of the risk of 
smoking. If the 350,000 Americans who die of 
cancer from smoking every year all died on the 
same day, smoking would probably be prohibited. 
Because the risks from smoking are chronic, 
rather than catastrophic, they are perceived as 
less serious. 

The public will generally consider the hazards of a 
Superfund site to be more risky for each of the 
above factors (with the exception of chronic 
versus catastrophic). For example, fairness is 
usually judged by whether there is an equitable 
distribution of risks and benefits. In the Superfund 
context, the public living near the site bears the 
risk while someone else has benefitted. 

The communicator can use this insight into how 
the public perceives risk by addressing factors 
that can be changed, whenever possible. For 
example, the community‘s involvement in the 
decision-making process will increase the sense 
of control and lower the perceived risk. When the 
factor itself cannot be changed, acknowledging its 
presence and the legitimacy of those in the 
community who are —outraged“ by it will help 
assuage concerns raised by the public. If the 

public does not believe that you take its concerns 
seriously, it may be less willing to listen to your 
technical explanations. 

When using risk comparisons to explain the risk 
assessment or to put risks into perspective, do not 
compare risks that affect risk perception differ-
ently. For example, it is usually inappropriate to 
compare a voluntary risk, such as driving a car, to 
an involuntary one, such as living near a Super-
fund site. The public will often view these as non-
comparable and will respond negatively to at-
tempts to link them. 

QÖ|xmuzuzs,`qotzuomx,UÄÄÇqÄ

Early explaining of the risk assessment process 
for a Superfund site to the public is a critical 
component of the risk communication strategy; 
the earlier the Agency provides explanations, the 
better the outcome. The public needs to under-
stand how EPA arrives at the determination of 
risk, what information is used, how the informa-
tion is used, the uncertainties inherent in the 
process, and how uncertainties are addressed. 
Site Team members should familiarize themselves 
with the Superfund risk assessment process and 
how it is used in site decision-making regarding 
risk management, which will prepare them to 

Community residents near a Superfund site 
were angry with EPA. The Community 
Involvement Coordinator (CIC) asked key 
residents to invite their neighbors and 
friends for an informal session with him, 
the toxicologist, and the hydrogeologist. 
He also invited the strongest opponent to 
attend each session so that critics knew 
that the Agency was dispensing consistent 
and correct information. The CIC held as 
many as three sessions per week over 
several weeks. The sessions helped citizens 
understand site risks and helped the com-
munity to trust EPA. 



The most current version 
of this publication is 

available at 
www.epa.gov/superfund 

answer technical questions from the public more 
effectively. 

The public needs to understand that for a risk to 
exist, the following three factors must be present: 
1) site contamination; 2) contaminant pathways 
that reach surrounding populations; and 3) popula-
tions that may be exposed to site hazards. If any 
of these factors are missing, little or no risk is 
present. Other important technical issues for the 
public to understand include: 
• 	 The four steps of risk assessment–data 

collection and analysis, exposure assessment, 
toxicity assessment, and risk characterization; 

• 	 The use of Reasonable Maximum Exposure 
(RME) as the highest exposure that is reason-
ably expected to occur at a site, considering 
land use, intake variables, and pathway 
combinations; 

• 	 The methods used by the agency to calculate 
risk from carcinogens and risk from non-
carcinogens; 

• 	 The fact that there is always some risk of 
exposure to carcinogens at a site; 

• 	 Potential health and ecological effects associ-
ated with the chemicals of concern; and 

• 	 Other site-specific issues that should be 
brought to the public‘s attention. 

Problems often arise when either too much or too 
little information is provided. The spokesperson 
often fails to determine precisely what information 
the public needs and in what form. Consequently, 
the tendency is to provide too much information, 
which muddles the message and does not meet 
the public‘s needs or the Agency‘s objectives. 
After carefully selecting information to provide to 
the public, other sources of information should be 
acknowledged to avoid perceptions that informa-
tion is being withheld. 

Communicating technical information to the public 
can be accomplished using the following general 
guidelines (adapted from C. Chess, B.J. Hance, 
and P. Sandman, Improving Dialogue with 

Communities, NJ Department of Environmental 
Protection, 1987) : 
• 	 Do not underestimate the ability of the public to 

assimilate technical information. Keep in mind 
that if there is a compelling reason for people 
to learn new information, they will make an 
effort to acquire an understanding of a new 
subject, even if it is technical. 

• 	 Try to determine what risk information people 
need and in what form. This determination 
means the spokesperson should take the time 
to —know his/her audience.“ Be willing to 
summarize information that the audience needs, 
rather than present everything the communica-
tor knows. 

• 	 Anticipate and respond to people‘s concerns 
about their personal risk. Remember the 
factors driving the public‘s concern. 

• 	 Be sure to provide adequate background when 
explaining risk numbers. Use non-technical 
language as much as possible. 

• 	 Be prepared to provide information in foreign 
languages as needed. 

• 	 Provide information responsive to public 
concerns that is neither too complex nor 
patronizing. 

• 	 Put data in perspective and try to express the 
risk in different ways. 

• 	 Use language consistent with the expertise of 
your audience and avoid jargon and words that 
may mean one thing to one group and some-
thing else to another. For example, Agency 
personnel often say they use a —conservative“ 
model to estimate risk, meaning that the model 
tends to overestimate the likely risk. The public, 
however, may likely think of —conservative“ in 
its political sense as favoring the preservation 
of existing conditions. 

• 	 Explain the process (the steps in the Superfund 
risk assessment process). Be willing to discuss 
uncertainties. Reviewing this process with the 
public will demonstrate that the risk numbers 
are not derived from a —black box.“ 

=?
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• Use graphics and visual aids. 
• Collaborate with other credible experts. 
• Be careful when comparing environmental risk 

to other risks. 

^uÄw,O{y|m~uÄ{zÄ 
One of the best ways to communicate technical 
issues is to use comparisons that provide context 

parisons can have disastrous results for the 

Staff should use comparisons only in conjunction 
with factors that affect the way the public 
perceives risks associated with the site. Do not 
use comparisons that ignore these factors. For 
example, do not compare an involuntary risk, such 
as groundwater contamination, to a voluntary risk, 
such as smoking. The communicator should avoid 
comparisons that trivialize the risk, such as 
indicating that one has a greater chance of 
developing cancer from a contaminant in peanut 
butter than from living near a Superfund site. This 
comparison may be technically true, but it is 
irrelevant and may anger the general public. 

As with any technical discussion, be careful to 
document the accuracy of risk estimates used in 
comparisons. An inappropriate or inaccurate 
comparison can lower audience interest and 
participation to the point that they no longer hear 
the message being communicated. The following 
are guidelines for using risk comparisons: 
• 

ability of risk, since —acceptability“ is a value 
question rather than a technical one. Use 
comparisons that put risks in perspective. This 
can help individuals determine the acceptability 
of the risk for themselves. 

• Compare the risks associated with your 
proposed solution or action to that of alternative 
solutions. 

• Quantitative comparisons usually are more 
useful than probability comparisons. 

for a situation. However, inappropriate com-

credibility and efforts of the communicator. 

A risk comparison should not address accept-

• 	 Use comparisons of the same risk at different 
times (i.e., before and after remediation). 

• 	 Use comparisons with a standard (for example, 
if the standard for cleanup at a Superfund site 
is a risk level of one in a million, the remedial 
action seeks to reduce the risk to that level). 

• 	 Compare different estimates of the same risk 
(e.g., estimates from communities, industry, 
and your own). If someone else has a higher or 
lower risk estimate, note the difference. 

When explaining risk comparisons to the public, 
keep the overall communication goal in mind: to 
provide the public with useful information so that 
it can understand and participate in the process. 
The public may only want to know —Is it safe?“ It 
might be useful when explaining estimated excess 
cancers to point out that 25-33 percent of the 
population will likely contract some form of 
cancer during their lifetime, regardless of expo-
sure at this or any site. Again, do not try to imply 
that the risk at the site is acceptable, but rather 
provide information to help the public put the risk 
into perspective. Point out, without sounding glib 
or condescending, that individuals have to make 
their own determinations about what they con-
sider safe. For example, a 10-6 level chosen by 
EPA at a site is not risk-free. It is the level 
determined by EPA at which the risk posed to 
human health and the environment is low enough 
to warrant no further action. 

UzÉ{xÉuzs,Åtq,\Çnxuo

Ideally, the public should be involved as early as 
possible in decisions affecting a Superfund site. 
Early involvement is important not only from a 
community involvement standpoint, but also 
because the public can provide valuable informa-
tion and input into the risk assessment, including 
pathways of exposure, historical activity, and 
potential future use of the site. Such information 
can be collected from the public during the site 
inspection phase, but most certainly should be by 
the initiation of the remedial investigation. 
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what became one of the most complicated 
risk assessments the Agency had ever under-

and information about things such as house-

land use practices. 

By involving members of the community in the 

confidence. Although not everyone was 
pleased with the conclusions of the risk 

Involving the community in risk assessment 

groundwork has been laid. Establishing a conver-
sational rapport with citizens who are not familiar 
with the Superfund risk assessment process may 
be difficult. At sites where the community is 
actively involved in the risk assessment process, 
staff may have difficulty scheduling meetings that 
are convenient for both Agency officials and 
community residents. High staff turnover found in 
many federal and state agencies may be frustrat-
ing for both the agency and the community as the 
two try to establish a working relationship based 
on familiarity and trust. Despite these difficulties, 
early community involvement in risk assessment 
activities should be undertaken at all sites. 

Community involvement is best coordinated 

incorporated into the Community Involvement 

staff should anticipate the kinds of questions the 
public will have at each stage of the process and 
the plan for suitable information to be distributed 
at each step. For example, during the period 
leading up to the risk assessment–preliminary 

assessment, site inspection, and listing–the public 
likely will be most concerned about immediate 
risks from the site, such as effects on drinking 
water from their wells. 

During the risk assessment period, the public may 
focus on their future well-being and the progress 
of the risk assessment once immediate concerns 

much contamination there is and where it will 

exposure?“ or —Is the Agency taking into account 
people who grow vegetables?“ The best opportu-
nity for community involvement in the risk assess-
ment process is during the exposure assessment 
step. Exposure information may be gathered from 
the public during community interviews or through 
a workshop designed to explain risk assessment 
and gather exposure information. 

After the risk assessment is completed, concerns 
often will turn to the overall effectiveness of the 
remedial action. The public may ask questions 
such as: —If wastes are left on site, how can the 
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At a very controversial Region 3 site, EPA 
invited stakeholders to provide input into 

taken. Community members responded with 
ideas on approaches to the risk assessment 

cleaning practices, resident longevity, and 

When a PRP-funded community group 
offered to conduct the risk assessment, EPA 
invited the group to participate as a partner 
in the assessment process. Data, methods, 
issues, and concerns were shared and dis-
cussed. Despite varying agendas, the risk 
assessment was collegial. EPA shared a 

preliminary draft of the risk assessment with 
the community group, which provided valu-
able data corrections. 

assessment itself, EPA gained helpful infor-
mation and established a high level of public 

assessment, no one felt left out of the process. 

EPA gained a better understanding of people‘s 
misgivings about a very technical process, and 
the community gained a greater respect for 
EPA‘s risk assessment process. Most impor-
tantly, each gained a better sense of other‘s 
priorities, in the process overcoming much 
distrust and many preconceptions. 

activities is not always easy, even if the proper 

through a risk communication strategy, which is 

Plan (CIP). In developing the strategy, Agency 

have been addressed. The Site Team may hear 
questions such as: —Will the Agency find out how 

go?“ or —Is the Agency considering children‘s 

remedy‘s effectiveness be guaranteed?“ or 
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—What guarantees are there that no effects from 
exposure will occur in 20 years?“ or —What are 
the risks from conducting the cleanup?“ Staff 
should use a variety of community involvement 
techniques to answer these questions. 

Staff should not selectively involve the public in 
the risk assessment process. For example, staff 
should not gather exposure information at a public 
meeting without explaining the risk assessment 
process. Nor should they release risk assessment 
information without explaining it. Selective 
involvement can create false expectations and 
damage trust and credibility. 

`qotzu}ÇqÄ

Several techniques are available to establish an 
effective communication network. 

One-to-One or Small Group: This is an 
effective method to communicate with interested 
individuals or groups. It is low-key and non-
threatening, and can facilitate a useful one-to-one 
exchange of information. 

Public Meeting: This technique may be effec-
tive early to explain the Superfund process to the 
community and later to focus on risk assessment 
and the RI/FS. A public meeting in the early 
stages of Superfund is a clear sign to the commu-
nity that the Agency wants to establish an open 
rapport from the beginning, even if it does not 
have complete information to answer all of the 
public‘s questions. Later, meetings can be used to 
answer more specific questions and inform the 
public about precisely what is occurring at the 
site. Remember the guidelines discussed above 
for communicating technical issues. 

Workshop and Less Formal Interaction: 
Depending on its relationship with the community, 
the Agency may choose a less formal, more 
interactive community involvement technique, 
such as workshops, to describe Superfund‘s risk 
assessment process and how it will be used. A 
workshop early in the RI/FS process is a good 

A teacher from a school near a Superfund 
site with lead and mercury contamination 
asked a Community Involvement Coordi-
nator (CIC) about educating children and 
their parents about the site risks in a 
manner appropriate for their age groups. 
The CIC organized an exhibit in the school 
auditorium with a variety of information 
on lead and mercury. There were pam-
phlets for parents and school staff on what 
to do in case of emergencies. For the 
children, the CIC showed two short films 
on the dangers of lead and mercury poi-
soning. Parents and children asked ques-
tions relating to the movies. Afterwards, 
many adults said that the movies delivered 
a clear message about the hazardous 
substances. Many said it was a great way 
to show the students, parents, and teachers 
what mercury looked like in —real life,“ 
without the danger of having it present. 
Visualization of toxic effects also strength-
ened the message. 

opportunity to present Superfund procedures and 
timeframes and discuss the public‘s expectations 
of the Agency at the site. A workshop also may 
be useful just before the completed risk assess-
ment is released to the public. 

Focus groups: Focus groups are in-depth 
interactive discussions led by a facilitator. They 
are designed to obtain information from selected 
participants and test ideas or techniques. Potential 
uses for focus groups in risk communication 
include: 
• 	 Explaining risk perceptions; 
• 	 Evaluating perceptual uses and information 

processing; 
• 	 Testing risk communication materials; 
• 	 Selecting risk communication channels; 
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• Designing risk-mitigating polices; and 	 community perceptions and concerns. Under-
• 	 Assessing risk communication effectiveness. standing risk assessment enables individuals in the 

community to better understand agency actions,
_Çyym~Ü allowing them to participate fully in the decision-

making process. Trust between the community 
An effective risk communication strategy pro- and EPA helps prevent conflicts and facilitates 
motes meaningful community involvement early in resolution of conflicts that arise. If staff follow the 
the cleanup process. The goals of risk communi- seven cardinal rules and the guidelines established 
cations are to help individuals understand risk in this chapter, trust and credibility in the commu-
assessment and help technical staff understand nity have a better chance to develop. 
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The first question to answer in community 
involvement is: —when to start?“ Planning for 
community involvement should begin during the 
site assessment phase. Site assessment is the 
initial phase of a Superfund response to a hazard-
ous waste release or threat of release. Site assess-
ments consist of a preliminary assessment and a 
site inspection (PA/SI). 

If no immediate threat is present that requires 
emergency response, then, during the site assess-
ment, EPA and the State evaluate the severity of 
reported hazardous waste releases. The Site Team 
should plan for community involvement if the 
response action is expected to last more than 120 
days. The plan should include: 
• 	 Designating a Community Involvement 

Coordinator (CIC); 
• 	 Contacting key local officials; 
• 	 Assembling community profiles; and 
• 	 Explaining site assessment activities to the 

community. 
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Preliminary assessments are limited in scope, 
generally involving a review of site records, 
permits, pathway data, target data, and land titles 
to establish past activities at the site (e.g., waste 
produced or disposed) and the need for further 
investigation. A preliminary assessment is typically 
a —desk-top review,“ and usually does not require a 
site visit or sampling. As a result, there is little need 
for organized community involvement during the 
preliminary assessment beyond designating a CIC 
and possibly calling key local officials. 

If it is likely that the site will be placed on the 
National Priorities List (NPL) or is a long-term 
removal, it may be wise to contact key local 
officials, such as the mayor, city council members, 
public health and works officials, and members of 
local planning boards. Staff should keep informed 
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about the results of the preliminary assessment to 

site is slated for further government investigation 

_uÅq,UzÄ|qoÅu{z 
The purpose of the site inspection is to gather 

be placed on the NPL or will require a removal 
action. A site inspection may involve one or more 

want to prepare the community beforehand for any 

viduals to contact include: 
• 
• 
• Citizens who have expressed concerns to local, 

• People who live closest to, or on, the site; 
• Principals of schools near the site; 
• Local businesses near the site; and 
• Potentially responsible parties. 

Advance notice can help to prevent alarm about 

contractor teams at the site. Consider placing a 
display advertisement in a local newspaper or 
request the newspaper to include an article about 

plan any follow up contacts with the community. If 
the preliminary assessment indicates that a site 
inspection is not needed, the same key community 
officials should be informed. If a site inspection is 
needed, local officials should be advised that the 

and given an approximate schedule. Providing 
information to interested officials and residents, 
especially when they request it, can improve future 
relations and communication efforts. 

information to determine whether the site should 

visits by State or EPA field teams to evaluate site 
hazards. Because a site inspection involves teams 
working in protective clothing, community interest 
in the site will likely increase. Consequently, the 
Site Team should obtain the schedule for all field 
activities, including work by the Field Investiga-
tion Team, the Technical Assistance Team, and the 
Technical Enforcement Support Team. 

Although it is not required, the Site Team may 

on-site visits by technical work teams. The indi-

Local officials; 
Heads of community organizations; 

state or federal officials; 

the appearance of government officials and 
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planned site activities. The more open EPA is 
with the community, the more likely the Agency 
will be trusted. Not informing the community 
(passively) can be interpreted as withholding 
information (actively). 

During the site inspection, the Site Team should 
identify key community leaders and organizations 
to interview. This identification can be accom-

—The sooner you reach out the better. You 
will be more successful with early, humble 
coordination.“ 
Rita Engblom, RPM, Region 6 

>< 

plished by assembling a community profile and 

profile outlines local issues, events, and players 
(see the tool in the ). 

understand local issues and people, and may help 

community involvement should be conducted. 
Furthermore, a community profile helps the Site 

Community Involvement Plan (CIP). 

• Acquire information about the site by confer-
ring with the Site Assessment Manager and 

• Conduct research on the Internet; 
• Confer with local resources and contacts; and 
• 

When acquiring information about the site, 
consider some of the following characteristics: 
• Demographics; 
• Ethnic backgrounds; 
• Languages; 
• Sensitive populations; 
• Media interest and contacts; 

updating it as often as necessary. A community 

Community Profiles Toolkit
Assembling a profile helps the Site Team to 

the Site Team determine whether any preliminary 

Team to develop a communication strategy and a 

To assemble the community profile, the Site 
Team should: 

other Regional and State staff; 

Identify interested officials, citizens, and 
organized groups. 

• 	 Previous cleanup activity; 
• 	 Interest in obtaining a Technical Assistance 

Grant (TAG); 
• 	 Interest in forming a Community Advisory 

Group (CAG); 
• 	 Popular activities; and 
• 	 Accessible resources. 

By accessing the U.S. Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development (HUD)  web 
page, an EPA CIC learned that Step-Up 
(HUD‘s Worker Training program) was 
active in a community near a Superfund site. 
He met with the local Step-Up contact to 
learn more. Then, using HUD‘s geographic 
information systems, he gathered local 
demographic data that improved the commu-
nication strategy for the site. 

Conducting research on the Internet is a great 
way to assemble information for a community 
profile. WasteLAN (formerly called CERCLIS3) 
is a national database with extensive information 
on hazardous waste sites, including site history, 
cleanup progress, and milestones (see the 
WasteLAN resource in the Toolkit). Geographic 
Information Systems (GIS) contain demographic 
information regarding environmental and socio-
economic characteristics. For instance, both the 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development‘s 20/20 GIS program and EPA‘s 
LandView GIS program track population by: 
race; population per square mile; population by 
age; percentage of minority households in the 
surrounding area; numbers of households living 
in poverty; and community support programs. 

The Site Team also should take advantage of the 
multimedia facet of LandView, which identifies 
other hazardous waste sites or permitted facilities. 
It is critical that information on other local EPA 
facilities or environmental activities in other media 
be thoroughly noted in the community profiles, 



addressed in the community interviews, and 
included in the CIP so that the Site Team is 
familiar with other local EPA activities and will be 
able to maintain credibility with the community 
when questioned about the impact of those activi-
ties. In addition, knowledge of multimedia issues 
at a site can help to set the proper level and 
methods for community involvement. For in-
stance, if EPA has already been active in the 
community, fact sheets may be sufficient. Con-
versely, if a community has never dealt with EPA, 
more community involvement activities may be 
necessary. 

Local contacts (e.g., community leaders, store 
owners, activists, and long-time residents) should 
be consulted to identify stakeholders and begin 
creating a mailing list. Conferring with local 
resources and contacts also will help you to see 
local issues from an insider‘s perspective. Re-
search the site‘s history by visiting the public 
library and searching local publications for 
information. These documents can convey a lot of 
information about site contamination, EPA‘s 
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previous involvement, and the risk that site 
contaminants pose to residents. 

The Site Team should explain to the community 
that a site inspection is not evidence of a con-
firmed problem. To help explain this, the Site 
Team should develop a brief communication 
strategy to determine the message, the audience, 
and the vehicle to communicate the message (see 
the Communication Strategies tool in the 
Toolkit). Possible vehicles to communicate the 
message include public advertisements, flyers, 
telephone hot lines, and fact sheets. Although 
there are a variety of vehicles to choose from, the 
fact sheet is used most frequently (see the Fact 
Sheets tool in the Toolkit). Whatever vehicle is 
used, it should explain the purpose of the site 
inspection and its possible outcomes (e.g., 
proposal of the site for the NPL, placement of the 
site in a category, or referral of the site to another 
program to address hazardous waste problems). 
In addition, a contact name and phone number 
should be included for members of the public 
seeking further information. 
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strengthen early and meaningful community 
participation during a Superfund remedial action. 
Remedial actions are long-term actions taken by 

NPL. These actions have a number of distinct 
phases, each with its own set of community 
involvement activities. 

process is discussed in sequence: 

(if necessary) 

Deletion in the Federal Register 

required community involvement activities and 
additional recommended community involvement 
activities. Discussions of specific community 
involvement activities (e.g., public comment 
periods, fact sheets, etc.) in this chapter are brief, 
and the reader is referred to the Community 

chapter discusses community involvement 

requirements for certain phases–including Final 
Listing on the NPL and FS Completion and 
Proposed Plan–in more detail due to their 
greater complexity and importance. References to 
community involvement tools and resources in 
the are denoted with bold typeface. 
Integrating community involvement into every 

tor (CIC), the Remedial Project Manager (RPM) 
(plus possibly an On-Scene Coordinator (OSC) if 

The RPM is the overall project manager with 
responsibility for everything that occurs at the 
site. The CIC is responsible for advising the 

ment activities and recommending activities that 
will ensure the community has every opportunity 
to be involved. Involvement by all members of 

ning and implemenation activities ensures 
integration of community involvement in the 
cleanup process and furthers public participation. 
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Discovery is the first phase of the Superfund 
remedial process. Sites may be discovered in a 

ous substance release to the National Response 

potential releases, or state and local governments 

release. Once discovered, a site is added to 

waste sites (formerly known as CERCLIS3, see 

OTM\`Q^,A,UY\XQYQZ`UZS 

^QYQPUMX,MO`U[Z_ 

fosters a high level of trust and cooperation.“ 
Mark Doolan, RPM, Region 7 

www.epa.gov/superfund 

This chapter provides a comprehensive discus-
sion of how a Site Team should advocate and 

EPA to study and clean up sites listed on the 

In this chapter, each phase in the remedial 

1. Discovery 
2. Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation 
3. Proposed Listing on the NPL 
4. Final Listing on the NPL 
5. RI/FS Begins 
6. FS Completion and Proposed Plan 
7. Notice and Comment on Consent Decree 

8. Pre-ROD Significant Changes (if necessary) 
9. Record of Decision 

10. Post-ROD Significant Changes (if necessary) 
11. Remedial Design/Remedial Action 
12. Operation and Maintenance 
13. Proposed NPL Deletion and Final NPL 

Some of these phases may run concurrently. 

The section for each phase includes an introduc-
tion followed by a discussion of the phase‘s 

Involvement Toolkit for further details. The 

Toolkit

phase of a remedial action requires the commit-
ment of all members of a Superfund Site Team. 
Team members at a remedial action site typically 
include: the Community Involvement Coordina-

the site includes a removal action), a Site Assess-
ment Manager (SAM), an attorney, and other 
technical staff. 

project manager on required community involve-

the Site Team in community involvement plan-

number of ways. A person may report a hazard-

Center, citizens may petition EPA to investigate 

may request that EPA investigate a potential 

WasteLan, EPA‘s database of reported hazardous 
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—Frequent open and honest communication 
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the WasteLan resource in the Toolkit). Once a 
site is included in WasteLan, EPA schedules it for 
site assessment. 
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After discovery, EPA conducts a site assessment, 
consisting of a preliminary assessment and a site 
inspection (PA/SI), to determine whether hazard-
ous materials are present at the site. The site 
assessment phase may be the community‘s 
introduction to EPA and and the first time citi-
zens hear about the possible presence of hazard-
ous wastes near their homes. This phase can be 
very frightening for residents. They may feel 
threatened or uncomfortable about having limited 
control over the hazardous waste problem in their 
community. This fear and concern is why it is 
important to design an effective community 
involvement plan during this phase. 

Preliminary Assessment. During the prelimi-
nary assessment, EPA searches permits, titles, 
and other records to gather data about past 
activities, exposure pathways, and human and 
other biological targets at the site. Record 
searches and other data gathering will involve or 
affect citizens. Consequently, the community will 
learn that EPA is investigating the site for danger-
ous substances. If the site is a likely candidate for 
listing on the NPL, the Site Team should obtain 
the schedule of all field activities to be conducted 
by EPA contractors. The Site Team may want to 
prepare the community before any on-site visits 
by technical work teams and alleviate any 
concerns about the presence of government 
officials and contractor teams working at the site. 

Site Inspection. During the site inspection, field 
work begins. Workers wear protective equipment 
in case hazardous substances are present. Under-
standably, these protective measures frighten 
some people. Because of this fear, it is recom-
mended that EPA conduct community outreach to 

explain what EPA is doing at the site. Although 
the field work that occurs during the site assess-
ment is limited, the Site Team can still use this 
time to brief the community on the Superfund 
process, imminent and long-term risk, and what 
to expect. Early briefings can help the Site Team 
build trust in the community. 
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Although community involvement is not required 
during either the preliminary assessment or the 
site investigation phases of site assessment, EPA 
does involve the community at sites that garner 
public interest and sites with a high probability of 
being placed on the NPL. Regions should con-
sider the following factors when deciding 
whether a site should receive more extensive 
community involvement efforts during site 
assessment: 
•	 The likelihood that the site will be included on 

the NPL; 
•	 The site‘s proximity to other NPL sites and the 

level of public interest at those sites; 

Sometimes the community can provide 
valuable information about a site‘s history 
that may not be available elsewhere. 
Community members at a Region 4 site 
were not satisfied with EPA‘s site investiga-
tion because it relied on aerial photo-
graphs. They thought EPA had not done 
enough to seek out information about past 
practices from people who live near the 
site. Working with EPA, members of a 
Community Advisory Group (CAG) for the 
site helped by talking with local media to 
raise awareness and encourage people to 
step forward. The CAG group hoped to 
solicit information from long-time residents 
with knowledge of site history or other past 
practices who may have been reluctant to 
talk with —outsiders“ from EPA. 
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• 	 The site‘s location with respect to the popula-
tion centers; and 

• 	 The amount of current interest in the site, as 
measured by attention from citizens‘ groups, 
local residents, and the media. 

During the site assessment phase, the people most 
likely to be aware of potential site problems and 
interested in government response are local 
officials, including the mayor, city council 
members, the public health chief, the public 
works chief, and members of local planning 
boards. Therefore, one of the first actions staff 
should take is to contact state and local officials, 
the congressional delegation, and key citizens 
who can provide information about the scope and 
history of the problem. 

Other individuals to contact include: 
• 	 Heads of community organizations; 
• 	 Citizens who have expressed concerns to local, 

state, or federal officials; 
• 	 People who live closest to, or on, the site; 
• 	 Principals of schools near the site; 
• 	 Local businesses near the site; and 
• 	 Potentially responsible parties. 

Some recommended outreach activities to 
conduct at this point are: 
• 	 Designating a CIC who can advise the Site 

Team on community involvement and field the 
community‘s questions. 

• 	 Distributing Fact Sheets to let residents know 
EPA is conducting site assessment activities 
(see the Fact Sheets tool in the Toolkit). 

• 	 Holding informal Public Availabilities/Poster 
Sessions (see the Public Availabilities/Poster 
Sessions tool in the Toolkit). 

• 	 Distributing flyers throughout the community 
(in schools, grocery stores, and churches). 

• 	 Using news releases (see the Media tool in the 
Toolkit). 

• 	 Creating a Mailing List of concerned citizens 
(see the Mailing List tool in the Toolkit). 
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• 	 Establishing a toll-free telephone hotline and 
publicizing its availability (see the Telephone 
tool in the Toolkit). 

EPA should follow up with the community after a 
PA/SI has been completed to explain the results 
and the evaluation and scoring that will happen 
during the next phase. Site sampling and scoring 
often take many months to perform, and the time 
lag between the SI and the decision to proceed 
with a remedial investigation (RI) may lead to 
considerable frustration. The Site Team should 
issue a fact sheet describing the preliminary 
findings to reassure the community that EPA is 
actively addressing the site. 

EPA should always notify the community when a 
decision is made about the site. Local officials 
and the public should hear such news directly 
from the Site Team, rather than from the news 
media or other sources. 
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The Hazard Ranking System (HRS) is the screen-
ing tool used by EPA to evaluate risks to public 
health and the environment associated with a site. 
Using the HRS, EPA assigns a score between 0 
and 100 to indicate the relative seriousness of the 
risks posed by the site. The factors reflected in the 
HRS score include the level of contamination at 
the site in air, soil, and water (including surface, 
ground, and drinking water); the size of the 
population at risk; the ecological area at risk; and 
the likelihood that people will come into direct 
contact with contaminants at the site. The HRS 
score accounts for the potential for ecosystem 
destruction, effects on the human food chain, and 
actual or potential contamination of ambient air. 

The HRS score is one way to determine whether 
a site is placed on the NPL, and, if so, its priority 
ranking on the list. Once a site is scored, it may 
be placed on the NPL for any of three reasons: 
• 	 The site scores 28.5 or higher using the HRS; 
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• 	 The state in which the site is located desig-
nates the site as its highest priority; or 

• 	 The U.S. Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry (ATSDR) issues a health 
advisory for the site, and EPA believes that a 
remedial action is the best response. 

If a site does not qualify for the NPL, it may be 
addressed by other Superfund response programs, 
such as removal and emergency response. Sites 
not meeting Superfund removal or remedial 
response criteria may be handled under other 
environmental laws, such as the Resource Con-
servation and Recovery Act or the Clean Water 
Act. Sites also may be referred to other federal 
programs, such as the Brownfields Economic 
Redevelopment Initiative, or may be handled by 
state hazardous substance response programs, 
including voluntary cleanup programs. 

If a site is placed on the NPL, several community 
involvement activities are required. 

O{yyÇzuÅÜ,UzÉ{xÉqyqzÅ;[ÇÅ~qmot,MoÅuÉuÅuqÄ 
PÇ~uzs,XuÄÅuzs,{z,Åtq,Z\X 

Once EPA decides to propose a site for listing on 
the NPL, the Agency is required to conduct 
several community involvement activities. 
During the listing phase, EPA is required to: 
• 	 Publish notice in the Federal Register. EPA 

must publish its proposal to list the site on the 
NPL and its request for public comments in 
the Federal Register (see the Public Com-
ment Periods tool in the Toolkit). 

• 	 Publish a public notice of EPA‘s Federal 
Register proposal. The Site Team must 
publish a notice in a major local newspaper of 
general circulation to announce the Federal 
Register proposal and initiation of a public 
comment period. 

• 	 Hold a public comment period. The Site 
Team must hold a public comment period of at 
least 60 days. 

• 	 Prepare a written response. EPA must 
consider all public comments and publish a 

responsiveness summary that addresses 
significant comments and any significant 
new data received during the public comment 
period (see the Responsiveness Summary 
tool in the Toolkit). 

• 	 Publish final listing on the NPL. EPA must 
revise and publish the final rule in the 
Federal Register no less than 30 days prior to 
the effective date of the site listing. 

The Site Team should anticipate increased 
community concern or interest when a site is 
proposed for the NPL. During the NPL listing 
process, EPA recommends that the Site Team 
distribute a fact sheet that describes the site, 
outlines the NPL process, explains the 
timeframe for NPL listing, and describes how 
the public can submit comments. The fact sheet 
also presents a good opportunity for introducing 
the availability of Technical Assistance Grants 
(TAGs). This fact sheet should be placed in the 
information repository when it is established. 

Listing attracts media attention. Preparing a 
press release to accompany the fact sheet may 
be useful. (see the Media tool in the Toolkit). 

@:	 Ruzmx,XuÄÅuzs,{z,Åtq,Z\X 
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Once EPA has considered and responded to the 
comments received on its proposal to list a site 
on the NPL, the Agency must announce in the 
Federal Register its final decision to list the 
site. Several community involvement activities 
must occur before RI field activities begin. 

O{yyÇzuÅÜ,UzÉ{xÉqyqzÅ,MoÅuÉuÅuqÄ,MrÅq~ 
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Before RI field activities start, EPA must: 
• 	 Conduct community interviews. The Site 

Team must conduct personal interviews to 
solicit people‘s concerns and determine how 
and when people want to be involved (see the 
Community Interviews tool in the Toolkit). 
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• 	 Prepare a formal Community Involvement 
Plan (CIP). The Site Team must prepare a CIP 
based on community interviews and other 
relevant information. The CIP must specify 
outreach activities that the Agency expects to 
undertake (see the Communication Strategies 
and Community Involvement Plan tools in 
the Toolkit). 

• 	 Establish and maintain an information 
repository. The site team must establish at 
least one information repository at or near the 
location of the response action (see the Infor-
mation Repository tool in the Toolkit). 

• 	 Establish the administrative record. The 
Site Team must establish and place the admin-
istrative record in the information repository. 

• 	 Issue public notice of information reposi-
tory. The Site Team must publish a notice in a 
major local newspaper informing the public of 
the establishment of the information repository 
and the availability of the administrative 
record (see the Public Notice tool in the 
Toolkit). 

• 	 Publish notice of Technical Assistance 
Grants (TAGs). The Site Team must inform 
the community of the availability of technical 
assistance grants (see the Technical Assis-
tance for Communities tool in the Toolkit). 

Y{~q,Mn{ÇÅ,O{yyÇzuÅÜ,UzÅq~ÉuqÑÄ 

The success of community involvement planning 
depends on community interviews with state and 
local officials, community leaders, media repre-
sentatives, potentially responsible parties, and 
interested residents. The Site Team should use 
community interviews as a tool to construct the 
CIP. Typically, these interviews are conducted 
one-on-one in the person‘s home or office. 
However, phone interviews or focus groups 
occasionally may be appropriate. The most 
successful interviews are face-to-face discussions 
that allow the Site Team to determine public 
concerns and learn how and when local residents 
want to be involved. The information gathered 
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of this publication is 
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www.epa.gov/superfund 

A member of a community group at a 
Colorado site suggests that the role of the 
community and the procedures it must 
follow should be clearly stated by EPA at 
the beginning. EPA should have informa-
tion on resources available to a community 
ready to go out as soon as a hazardous 
waste response situation is discovered. 
EPA should identify the players in the 
process early and determine the informa-
tion necessary for the community to make 
informed decisions and provide meaningful 
input into any response actions, including 
to whom the participants should direct 
their input. EPA also should identify 
available financial and/or technical assis-
tance resources, including the availability 
of Technical Assistance Grants. 

from 15-25 community interviews provides the 
basis for development of the CIP. Community 
interviews also can help to establish a positive 
relationship with the community. 

Community interviews usually are scheduled 
over two to three days, and often are supple-
mented with additional unplanned interviews 
and follow up conversations. When contacting 
individuals to schedule interviews, the Site 
Team should explain briefly and clearly the 
purpose of the interviews. Specifically, staff 
should explain that they will be talking with 
area residents and local officials about commu-
nity concerns regarding the site, and that 
community interviews are held so EPA can 
prepare a meaningful community involvement 
plan. Staff should convey to the interviewees 
that detailed technical information about site 
problems or future site actions is not yet avail-
able. While some community members may not 
be willing to be interviewed, generally most 
citizens, including PRPs, will realize that the 
discussions are a significant opportunity to 
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A CIC attended a basketball game at a 
local high school. By introducing herself 
to local citizens, she built trust and showed 
that she was making an effort to get to 
know them. The people she met that day 
were more candid in their interviews, and 
later became advocates for EPA. 

express their concerns. Staff should speak first 
with state and local officials to obtain back-
ground information and to let them know that 
area residents will be interviewed. Officials have 
an understandable interest in Agency activities 
that affect their constituents. 

For remedial actions, community interviews 
should be conducted after the site is formally 
listed on the NPL and before the RI/FS begins. If 
the situation warrants (this can be determined by 
using the Hot Sites Template resource in the 
Toolkit), consider conducting community inter-
views before the site is listed on the NPL. 

Y{~q,Mn{ÇÅ,O{yyÇzuÅÜ,UzÉ{xÉqyqzÅ,\xmzÄ 

Once the Site Team has conducted the commu-
nity interviews, it should develop a Community 
Involvement Plan (CIP). Previously known as the 
Community Relations Plan (CRP), the CIP is 
central to Superfund community involvement. It 
specifies the outreach activities that EPA will 
undertake to address community concerns and 
expectations. The CIP is a public document that 
should be placed in the information repository. 
The CIP format should include a cover page that 
identifies the CIP as an EPA document, and also 
include information specifying what EPA will do, 
not what EPA should do. 

The CIP should explain how the Site Team will 
involve the community in site cleanup, rather 
than provide information about the site itself. It 
should identify the community‘s issues, needs, 
and concerns, and identify specific activities, 
outreach products, or programs EPA will use to 
address the community‘s concerns. For example, 

if groundwater contamination is an issue, the CIP 
should identify it as such, and state that —EPA 
will conduct a series of workshops with a 
hydrogeologist to explain groundwater.“ If the 
health effects of the substances are an issue, then 
the CIP should propose an activity featuring a 
toxicologist to talk about the site-specific con-
taminants, their known effects on people, and 
how they move through groundwater. 

As part of an overall community involve-
ment strategy at a controversial site, a 
Region 8 CIC determined that formation of 
a CAG was an appropriate way to involve 
the community, and took steps to help 
citizens organize themselves. She invited a 
diverse group of community leaders to an 
informational meeting and asked them to 
suggest other leaders who should be 
involved in forming a CAG. They partici-
pated in a second organizational meeting. 

Because of her prior research and knowl-
edge of the community, the CIC knew the 
emotional nature of the subject matter and 
the potential for internal conflict, given the 
fact that the group included people with 
very different perspectives–including 
individuals whose family members had 
suffered site-related health effects and 
others who were employees of the PRP. 
That‘s why, when the CAG held its first 
—official“ meeting, it was led by an outside 
facilitator. Neutral third-party facilitation 
was necessary because of the potential for 
future problems. Even though members 
suggested that she continue to facilitate 
meetings herself, the CIC didn‘t want to put 
EPA in the —middle,“ where the trust and 
credibility the Agency had built in the 
community could be threatened. 
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The CIP also should establish a time line for 
activities (e.g., —As the Site Team receives 
sampling results, we will hold a series of ground 
water workshops“). While the CIP is a public 
document, remember that the CIP is written for 
the Site Team. 

In general, the CIP should include: 
• 	 An overview of the CIP; 
• 	 A capsule site description; 
• 	 Community background information; 
• 	 Community issues and concerns; 
• 	 Highlights of the CIP; 
• 	 Community involvement activities and timing 

(including the communication strategy); 
• 	 A copy of the interview questions; 
• 	 An official contact list (do not include names 

of private citizens interviewed or the site 
mailing list); 

• 	 The location for public meetings; 
• 	 The location of the information repository; and 
• 	 Local media contacts. 

Interviews are strictly confidential. Names, 
addresses, and phone numbers of private citizens 
interviewed should not appear in the CIP, and 
there should be no way to trace information or 
comments to any private citizen. However, local 
officials and representatives of PRPs interviewed 
in their official capacity should be identified in 
the list of contacts. 

CIP preparation should begin with information 
about interested officials, citizens, and organized 
groups. This information should be collected in 
the community interviews. Also consult the 
community profile assembled during the planning 
phase for the following information: 
• 	 Multimedia aspects of the site (any other EPA 

or state activity regarding the environment or 
other permitted facilities at or near the site); 

• 	 Any past news articles, editorials, or letters to the 
editor that give insight into local perceptions; 

>E 

The most current version 
of this publication is 

available at 

• An overview of the demographics; and 
• Any need for translating documents (see the 

tool in the ); 

The tool in the 

Y{~q,Mn{ÇÅ,O{yyÇzuomÅu{z,_Å~mÅqsuqÄ 

The CIP is the comprehensive strategy for all 
community involvement and outreach at the site. 
A communication strategy for each element of 
the overall CIP should guide the development and 

gies saves time and money by helping the Site 

public and other stakeholders. They also can be 
used to expedite the flow of information for 
sudden, unfolding events. A good communication 

where, and how“ of relaying information. 

structure for identifying issues, problems, and 
actions that require outreach. A communication 
strategy is a list of messages, audiences, potential 
message vehicles, required resources, and feed-

tion needs of each Superfund site. For help in 
developing communication strategies, see the 

tool in the . 

Y{~q,Mn{ÇÅ,Åtq,Uzr{~ymÅu{z,^q|{ÄuÅ{~Ü 

spondence, reports, and documents pertaining to 
the site as well as general Superfund program 

can research the site, review the law pertaining to 

one repository must be established at or near a 
remedial site before the RI/FS begins. The Agency 
must inform the public of the information reposi-

www.epa.gov/superfund 

Translation Services Toolkit
Community Involvement Plan

Toolkit contains a sample Community Involve-
ment Plan and a Community Involvement Activi-
ties Template. 

become part of the CIP. Communication strate-

Team plan site-related communication with the 

strategy provides the —why, what, who, when, 

Specifically, a communication strategy provides a 

back mechanisms to meet the unique communica-

Communication Strategies Toolkit

An information repository is a record maintained 
at or near a Superfund site that contains all corre-

information. At an information repository, people 

the cleanup, and learn how to participate in the 
cleanup. The information repository should be 
established early and be well publicized. At least 
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tory. The availability of the administrative record 
must be announced through the publication of 
notices in a local newspaper of general circulation. 

The two most significant decisions relating to the 
information repository are location(s) and choos-
ing the materials to be included. The number of 
repositories established depends on the remoteness 
of the site to surrounding communities. Specific 
locations often are determined during community 
interviews. Repositories should be convenient to 
the public where photocopying equipment is 
available. Common locations include public 
libraries, city halls, or public health offices. Other 
locations include fire stations and religious 
buildings. If a photocopying machine is not 
available, one may be purchased with site funds. 

Repository contents should be organized and 
indexed. Multiple copies should be made in case 
documents are lost or misplaced. Repository 
documents should be updated regularly. If pos-
sible, Site Team members should visit the informa-
tion repository at least once a year to ensure that 
its contents are current. A sample information 
repository index is provided in the Information 
Repository tool in the Toolkit. 

Y{~q,Mn{ÇÅ,\Çnxuo,Z{Åuoq 

Public notices are advertisements published in 
local newspapers, broadcast on local radio, or 
sent as mailings to announce public comment 
periods for EPA decisions, major project mile-
stones, and the establishment of information 
repositories. The public notice is one of the 
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Book helps citizens understand the Super-

site-specific information they want. 

One Region makes a regular practice of 
putting a Resource Book at its site informa-
tion repositories, since the mounds of paper 
in the Repository can be overwhelming for 
citizens. The Region finds that the Resource 

fund process better and provides the 

One CIC saved a lot of time by transmit-
ting public notices to a local newspaper 
via an e-mail message specifying the dates 
the notice should appear and attaching the 
public notice. The CIC also faxed the 
public notice to the newspaper to ensure 
that the newspaper had a hard copy from 
which to proof the attached document. This 
exchange took only a few minutes, instead 
of the hours or days a request by mail or in 
person might have taken. 

methods that EPA uses to solicit community 
participation. The goal of a public notice is to 
communicate an important announcement to as 
many people as possible in the affected commu-
nity. To that end, public notices should be attrac-
tive and located in main sections of the paper. 
Notices should not be placed with legal notices. 
For more information about public notices, see 
the Public Notice tool in the Toolkit. 

Y{~q,Mn{ÇÅ,`qotzuomx,MÄÄuÄÅmzoq,S~mzÅÄ 

EPA provides technical assistance to communi-
ties to help citizens understand site-related 
information. By law, EPA must inform communi-
ties about the availability of Technical Assistance 
Grants (TAGs) and assist them in applying for 
these grants. EPA also informs citizens about 
obtaining assistance through other programs, 
such as the university-based Technical Outreach 
Services for Communities (TOSC) program and 
the Department of Defense‘s Technical Assistance 
for Public Participation (TAPP) program. 

Under the TAG program, initial grants of up to 
$50,000 are available to qualified groups affected 
by a response action. Additional funding is 
available for sites that meet certain criteria. TAGs 
can be used to hire a technical advisor, who is an 
independent expert that can explain technical 
information and help articulate the community‘s 
concerns (see the Technical Information for 
Communities tool in the Toolkit). 
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Community members at a Region 6 site 
agree that the TAG they received from EPA 
enabled the community to participate more 
effectively in decision making at the site. 
—Our ability to respond intelligently [to 
information from EPA and the PRPs] in the 
language they understand depends on 
having a good technical advisor, and we 
had one of the best“ said one member of the 
community group that received the TAG. 

A: ^U;R_,NqsuzÄ

After a site is listed on the NPL, the Agency 
performs a remedial investigation (RI) to gather 
data needed to determine the nature and extent of 
contamination at a site, establish site cleanup 
criteria, identify preliminary alternatives for 
remedial action, and support technical and cost 
analyses of alternatives. After the RI has com-
menced, EPA conducts the feasibility study (FS), 
which considers different alternatives for clean-
ing up the site and recommends selection of a 
cost-effective alternative. Together, these studies 
usually are referred to as the RI/FS. 

The RI/FS is the most critical phase of the 
Superfund process, and is the time when it is 
easiest to lose the community. From the time that 
a work plan is prepared through the completion 
of the RI/FS, the Site Team should obtain infor-
mation from the community and learn the 
community‘s perspective on site hazards. The 
Site Team should ensure that the community is 
informed about what to expect from the RI/FS, is 
aware of current activities, can track progress at 
the site, and has every opportunity to participate 
in deciding upon the Proposed Plan. The specific 
outreach activities the Site Team is responsible 
for are discussed below. 

Although the RI/FS usually takes 18 to 24 months 
to complete, actual on-site work usually lasts no 
more than several weeks to several months. The 

rest of the time, analytical work is performed at 
the office or in a laboratory. EPA presence at the 
site is rare and limited to periodic monitoring or 
additional sampling. During this period, the Site 
Team focuses on receiving, reviewing, and 
analyzing data, and identifying remedy options. 

^qo{yyqzpqp,[ÇÅ~qmot,MoÅuÉuÅuqÄ,PÇ~uzs 
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Although community involvement activities are 
not required during the RI/FS, EPA recommends 
that at least one community involvement activity 
be held each year during the RI/FS. 

This is the period during which the community 
hears the least from EPA. From a purely technical 
perspective, many Site Teams conclude there is 
nothing occurring that is of interest to the commu-
nity. Since there is nothing unusual or alarming 
happening and the Site Team does not want to raise 
false hopes or fears, it may believe that nothing 
needs to be shared with the community. However, 
the community often wants information about the 
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prior to issuing its first cleanup plan at 

the site seemed limited until the Agency 
s 

extended the public comment period on 

those comments, decided to withdraw it. 

nating committee to facilitate active 
community involvement in decision-

efforts led to development and acceptance 
of a far less costly and less intrusive 

While EPA held regular public meetings 

one Region 1 site, community interest in 

announced the proposed remedy. EPA‘
Proposed Plan for the site was met with 
strong and widespread opposition from 
community stakeholders and PRPs. EPA 

the Proposed Plan, and, in response to 

EPA helped stakeholders form a coordi-

making. Eventually, these coordination 

alternative that won support from all 
stakeholder groups in the community. 
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site and ongoing EPA activities, even when there 
may be nothing significant to report. A lack of 
communication or information typically results in 
one of two community responses: either people‘s 
fears, anxieties, anger, and frustration intensify, or 
they may adopt a false sense of security by becom-
ing complacent. Either response can be problem-
atic for meaningful community involvement. 

When EPA does not provide official information, 
residents sometimes turn to other experts who seem 
more willing to talk to them. These experts may 
include people or groups with their own agendas. 
Intentionally or not, these experts can stir up fears 
and other concerns that would not have otherwise 
arisen had EPA maintained contact. The end result 
is usually a significant delay in the process while 
the Agency responds to misinformation and calms 
resulting fears and anxieties. Sometimes in these 
situations, there is a perception that the delay was 
caused by too much community involvement, when 
in actuality, too little community involvement was 
to blame. 

The other response to a lack of information from 
EPA is community complacency. The community 
may perceive EPA‘s seeming lack of concern as 
an indication that the site is harmless. The 
community may come to the conclusion that 
things are not as serious as EPA portrayed, that 
EPA may have overreacted, and that there is 
really nothing to worry about. Consequently, the 
site becomes an afterthought and community life 
returns to normal. At the same time, the Site 
Team sees a quiet community and concludes the 
residents either are unconcerned or uninterested. 
In this case, the Site Team also can be lulled into 
a false sense of security, which validates reasons 
for not issuing information. 

These attitudes can result in a contentious 
response to the announcement of the Proposed 
Plan. Because of this lack of communication 
comes as a complete surprise to the community, 
and the community‘s reaction is just as surprising 
to the Site Team. Citizens balk at the proposed 
remedy, they wonder how EPA came up with the 

idea, they complain that EPA‘s decision had no 
local input, and they believe EPA‘s request for 
comment is simply a meaningless exercise. The 
end result is that the Agency needs to delay the 
process to conduct community involvement work 
that should have been done all along. 

Recent research conducted at active sites indi-
cates that citizens need to hear from EPA on a 
continuing basis. People are reassured and feel 
more empowered by simple communication from 
EPA, even if nothing more is said than —we still 
have not received the test results from the lab.“ 
Therefore, the Agency recommends that regular 
outreach activities continue throughout the RI/FS, 
with the Site Team organizing at least one 
community involvement activity per year. 

Community involvement activities that have 
proven useful during this phase include Commu-
nity Visioning, Fact Sheets, Focus Groups, and 
Informal Activities such as community visits. 
Other helpful activities include On-Site Activi-
ties, such as site tours, Presentations to local 
officials, civic groups, and school groups, Public 
Availabilities/Poster Sessions, site-update 
Telephone hotlines, and Workshops. See the 
Toolkit Table of Contents for more information 
about these outreach tools. 

The purpose of these activities is to prepare the 
community for the publication of the Proposed 
Plan.The Site Team needs to decide which of 
these or other suggested activities are appropriate 
during the RI/FS process. These community 
involvement tools are described in detail in Part 
II of the Community Involvement Handbook and 
Toolkit. The tools included in Part II are guides, 
not rules. However, the Agency expects the Site 
Team to draft CIPs that use these tools. They can 
be used as presented, modified, or combined to 
address the unique situation at each site. 

Person-to-person interaction is necessary for the 
community to get to know Site Team members 
and vice versa. Personal interactions, either by 
telephone or in person, contribute more to the 
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development of trust and cooperative working 
relationships than any other form of outreach. 

shops, and TV or radio appearances work well. 

public meeting at the beginning of RI field work. 
Here, the RPM and CIC introduce themselves 

not known about the site and the implications of 

work plan, the type of work anticipated, what 
they hope to learn, what they expect to find, and 

protective gear and monitoring equipment at the 
meeting so that people can become familiar with 
it. This optional public meeting is an excellent 
opportunity to educate both the community and 

availability session, some form of person-to-
person outreach or community involvement 
activity during this phase is important to the 

Other Regions take community outreach into the 

equipment and protective gear and even let some 

can be a way of educating adults, since children 
talk to their parents. Furthermore, information 

ity unavailable through other means. Recent 

Y{~q,Mn{ÇÅ,O{yyÇzuÅÜ,MpÉuÄ{~Ü,S~{Ç|Ä 

mittee, task force, or board made up of residents 

representatives of diverse community interests can 
present and discuss their needs and concerns 
related to the site and the site cleanup process. 

participation tool. The Agency encourages CAG 

Experience indicates that CAG involvement in 

clean up sites. 

CAGs may not be appropriate at every Superfund 

factors when evaluating whether a CAG would be 
appropriate. For example, they should consider 

The high level of commitment generated 

the community to finance and implement 

of technical documents is worthwhile in the 
long run.“ 
Mark Doolan, RPM, Region 7 

was better to invite community members to 
come by the site. The RPM was in the trailer 

siveness. Among other things they said: —He 
always made the time to answer questions 

was devoted to the site.“ 

www.epa.gov/superfund 

Availability sessions, public meetings, work-

Some EPA Regions schedule an information 

and the role of EPA, and describe what is and is 

this information. The Site Team explains the RI 

safety precautions. Some Site Teams demonstrate 

the Site Team. Whether it is a public meeting or 

community and beneficial to the Site Team. 

local schools. Site Team members make presenta-
tions, either to a large assembly or to specific 
classes. Team members show students the safety 

students try on the gear. Educating children also 

brought from school may carry a level of credibil-

studies show that such efforts have positive, long-
term effects in the community. 

A Community Advisory Group (CAG) is a com-

affected by a Superfund or other hazardous waste 
site. A CAG provides a public forum where 

CAGs are a community initiative and responsibil-
ity. They function independently of EPA, but they 
can be a very effective community outreach and 

development, and EPA Regions provide adminis-
trative support for CAGs at many Superfund sites. 

the process results in better decisions on how to 

site. The Site Team should consider several 

In Chattanooga, TN, citizens addressed 
environmental problems through a visioning 
process by setting goals to achieve a shared 
vision, designing action plans, and imple-
menting projects throughout the community. 

through an inclusive, open process enabled 

projects without the opposition often seen in 
community change projects. 

—Providing the community with early drafts 

The Site Team at one site found public meet-
ings were never well-attended. They found it 

the same hours every day. Wednesday night 
was —Open Trailer Night,“ with coffee and 
cookies. Community members appreciated 
the RPM‘s availability, interest and respon-

and listen to complaints;“ —He never shied 
away from face-to-face forums;“ and —He 
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One Region that needed to distribute 
bottled water to residents around a site 
recognized the critical importance of 
explaining why bottled water should be 
used and how to avoid using tap water. 
The CIC coordinated with a sixth grade 
teacher, and gave a presentation to school 
children. The students put on a play that 
was a hit in the community. 

the likelihood of long-term cleanup activity at the 
site. CAGs usually can be beneficial at both 
remedial sites and removal sites, particularly non-
time critical removals. However, the time re-
quired to organize and begin CAG operations, 
which can vary from a few weeks to several 
months, may preclude CAGs at time critical 
removal sites and other removal sites where 
cleanup activities will be brief. 

The Site Team also should assess the level of 
community concern and interest in site cleanup 
decisions and consider whether there are any 
environmental justice issues or concerns regarding 
the site. Has the community expressed an interest 
in forming a CAG? A community with a high level 
of interest and concern about remedial activities or 
significant environmental justice concerns related to 
the site should be a strong candidate for a CAG. 
Forming a CAG may not be feasible, however, if 
there are too many competing interests at the site. 

Community interviews or profiles from early in the 
process are a good source of information when 
considering whether to recommend formation of 
a CAG. Once EPA determines that a CAG may be 
appropriate at a site, the CIC, Site Manager, and 
other members of the Site Team should explain the 
CAG concept to the community, recommend it as a 
vehicle for involvement in the decision-making 
process, and offer the Agency‘s assistance in 
forming and maintaining the CAG should the 
community choose to form one. If EPA determines 
that a CAG would not be appropriate at a site, it is 
important to document the Agency‘s reasons in a 

way that can be shared to community residents 
who express interest. For more information, see the 
Community Groups tool in the Toolkit. 

B: RqmÄunuxuÅÜ,_ÅÇpÜ 
O{y|xqÅu{z,mzp,\~{|{Äqp 
\xmz 

The RI/FS process ends with the release of the RI/ 
FS documents and the Proposed Plan for remedial 
action. This should be a time of intensive commu-
nity involvement. The Site Team must inform the 
public about, and receive comments on, all remedial 
alternatives considered in the RI/FS, the Agency‘s 
preferred alternative, the rationale for the prefer-
ence, and proposed waivers to cleanup standards. 

Good technical work during this phase is crucial 
to a good Proposed Plan. Good community 
involvement is crucial to the community‘s 
understanding and acceptance of that plan. 
According to Stephen Covey, author of 7 Habits 
of Highly Successful People, —People don‘t care 
how much you know until they know how much 
you care.“ This concept is paramount to effective 
community involvement. It does not matter how 
good the work or the plan is if the community 
does not understand or accept it. 

O{yyÇzuÅÜ,UzÉ{xÉqyqzÅ,MoÅuÉuÅuqÄ,^qxmÅqp 
Å{,R_,O{y|xqÅu{z,mzp,Åtq,\~{|{Äqp,\xmz 

At a minimum, the following activities must be 
conducted: 
• 	 Develop a Proposed Plan. The Site Team 

must develop a Proposed Plan for public 
comment. The plan must summarize the 
remedial alternatives presented in the analysis 
of the RI/FS and identify the preferred alterna-
tive, the rationale for that preferred alternative, 
any proposed waivers to cleanup standards, 
and documents that support EPA‘s decision. 

• 	 Publish notice of the Proposed Plan. The 
Site Team must publish a public notice of the 
availability of the Proposed Plan and RI/FS, a 
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brief summary of the Proposed Plan, and an 
announcement of the Public Comment 
Period in a major local newspaper of general 
circulation (see the Public Comment Periods 
and Public Notices tools in the Toolkit). 

• 	 Place the Proposed Plan in the information 
repository. The Site Team must make the 
Proposed Plan and any supporting analysis and 
information in the administrative record at the 
Information Repository (see the Informa-
tion Repository tool in the Toolkit). 

• 	 Hold a public comment period. The Site 
Team must provide a reasonable opportunity 
(not less than 30 days) for the submission of 
comments. The Site Team must extend this 
comment period by at least 30 days upon 
timely request. Although notifying the public 
of the extension is not required, the Site Team 
should consider publishing a notice of the 
extension, or at a minimum, mailing a copy of 
the extension to those on the site mailing list. 

• 	 Hold Proposed Plan public meeting. The 
Site Team must hold a public meeting on the 
Proposed Plan (see the Public Meetings tool 
in the Toolkit). The Site Team must provide a 
transcript of all formal public meetings held 
during the public comment period. EPA must 
make the transcripts available to the public via 
the administrative record. 

• 	 Prepare a written responsiveness summary. 
The Site Team must prepare a responsiveness 
summary that responds to significant public 
comments, criticisms, and new relevant infor-
mation submitted during the public comment 
period. The responsiveness summary becomes 
part of the Record of Decision (see the Respon-
siveness Summaries tool in the Toolkit). 

The community involvement activities required 
for the Proposed Plan are largely impersonal. The 
Site Team should conduct additional outreach 
focusing on person-to-person contact during the 
Proposed Plan phase. There are a number of tools 
that can be used to personalize this phase. To help 
explain the Proposed Plan, EPA recommends that 

The most current version 
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available at 
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the Site Team use at least one of the following 
outreach tools: Informal Activities, Presenta-
tions, Public Availabilities/Poster Sessions, and 
Workshops (see the tools for all in the Toolkit). 
While it is not required, distribution of the Pro-
posed Plan to the entire site mailing list and any 
other interested parties is recommended. The site 
team should place copies of the Proposed Plan in 
information repositories at or near the site. 

Y{~q,Mn{ÇÅ,Åtq,\~{|{Äqp,\xmz 

The Proposed Plan reflects the decisions made by 
the lead and support agencies and is a critical 
part of remedy selection and the administrative 
record. The Site Team should consult the ROD 
guidance for information about how to develop 
the Proposed Plan. The following section pro-
vides a brief summary of the discussion con-
tained in the ROD guidance. 

The Proposed Plan must be presented at a public 
meeting, usually referred to as the Proposed Plan 
public meeting. In the past, Site Teams have put 
considerable emphasis on this event. However, 
experience has shown that community involve-
ment activities throughout the entire RI/FS 
process are at least as important as the Proposed 
Plan public meeting. 

The Site Team can present the Proposed Plan in 
either the expanded or fact sheet format dis-
cussed in the ROD guidance. Regardless of the 
format, the Site Team should write the plan in a 
clear and concise style and use illustrations and 
figures to summarize the information in the RI/FS. 

Preparation of the Proposed Plan should be a joint 
effort of the Site Team. The RPM, CIC, and 
Regional Counsel should ensure that the Proposed 
Plan is technically accurate, satisfies statutory 
requirements, and includes all the necessary 
information in a clear and concise style that is 
understandable to members of the community. 

In addition to clearly summarizing the alterna-
tives from the detailed analysis of the RI/FS, the 
Proposed Plan must specify the preferred alterna-
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tive and the rationale for the preference, citing 
the evaluation criteria identified in the ROD 
Guidance. The Proposed Plan should notify the 
public about how to obtain additional information 
(e.g., information repositories/administrative 
record, RI/FS report, public meetings, contact 
person), as well as when to submit comments. 

The presentation of the preferred alternative 
should emphasize that the Agency has not made a 
final decision and is open to suggestions on how 
the preferred alternative, or the other alternatives, 
might be modified to better satisfy the remedial 
objectives of the site. In other words, the Pro-
posed Plan should clearly indicate that the 
Agency encourages public comments on all 
alternatives, not just the preferred alternative. 
The Agency may alter the preferred alternative or 
shift from the preferred alternative to another if 
public comments or additional data indicate that 
these modifications are warranted. 

Y{~q,Mn{ÇÅ,Åtq,\~{|{Äqp,\xmz,RmoÅ,_tqqÅ 

The Proposed Plan is a concise, easy-to-read 

Unlike the ROD, it is not a legal document that 

like a legal document. Instead, the Proposed Plan 
is a communications tool required by the NCP as 
a means of informing the general public about all 

have an opportunity to comment. The Proposed 
Plan should be released as a fact sheet, preferably 
no more than eight pages long, and distributed to 
all stakeholders. A more formal Proposed Plan 
may be prepared and placed in the information 

posed Plan fact sheet, and use the fact sheet to 
direct readers to copies of the formal plan. 

The primary message to convey in the fact sheet 
is the proposed remedy for the site. Provide this 
information first, rather than starting with back-
ground on the site, other remedies considered, or 
any other information. Explain that the fact sheet 

briefly summarizes the formal plan for the 

other proposals, then list the other remedies that 
were considered. Explain in a few sentences what 

general information on the findings of the RI/FS. 
Explain in more detail what will be done to clean 

If applicable, be sure to announce that the formal 
plan is available for review and comment in the 

hours of the repository and a phone number for 
requesting copies. Include instructions on how 
and when to submit public comments. 

Y{~q,Mn{ÇÅ,\Çnxuo,Z{Åuoq,{r,Åtq 
\~{|{Äqp,\xmz 

The advertisement published in the newspaper 
should provide a brief summary of the Proposed 
Plan and inform the public of the opportunity to 
comment on the RI/FS and Proposed Plan. The 
notice should summarize the alternatives and 
identify the preferred alternative. It should also: 
• 

ments; 
• 

tories and administrative record; 
• name a contact person and how to reach him or 

her; and 
• provide the opportunity for a public meeting, 

or state the time and place of a public meeting 
if one has been scheduled. 

The announcement should be made at least two 

www.epa.gov/superfund 

synopsis of the action EPA proposes to take. 

binds EPA to an action, and it should not read 

of the alternatives considered and EPA‘s preferred 
remedy. It also notifies the community that it will 

repository. In this case, summarize it in a Pro-

remedy. Include why the remedy was chosen over 

each remedy would entail and why EPA proposed 
to eliminate it. After that, offer a more detailed 
explanation of the proposed remedy. Provide 

up the site, the impact it will have on the commu-
nity, the cost, and the duration of construction. 

information repository. Include the address and 

explain how to submit oral and written com-

identify the location of the information reposi-

weeks prior to the beginning of the public com-
ment period so that the public has sufficient time 

—Learning what the citizens are thinking far 
in advance of the development of the pro-
posed plan is a tremendous advantage.“ 
Tony Able, RPM, Region 4 
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One CIC scheduled regular talks at a 
bookstore, similar to those given by visiting 
authors. The presenter spoke about very 
specific site-related topics and kept the 
speech to about half an hour. The first ten 
minutes always were devoted to giving a 
quick summary of events that had occurred 
at the site, the next 15 minutes covered the 
topic, and the last five minutes summarized 
the main points. After the presentation, the 
presenter fielded questions. 

to obtain and read the document. In order to reach 
as broad an audience as possible, the advertise-
ment should be designed to attract attention and 
engage the reader. The Site Team should consider 
purchasing ad space in the most widely read 
section of the newspaper. 

Y{~q,Mn{ÇÅ,Åtq,\Çnxuo,O{yyqzÅ,\q~u{p 
mzp,\Çnxuo,YqqÅuzs 

The public comment period offers special com-
munity involvement challenges and opportunities. 
If implemented properly, it can also contribute to 
the quality of the selected remedial alternative. 
The Site Team should maintain communication 
with local officials and interested community 
members, explain the remedial alternatives in 
understandable terms, and solicit public input. If 
this communication is done effectively, con-
cerned groups and individuals can see that their 
interests are receiving serious consideration. 
Effective communication should make a signifi-
cant difference in the acceptability of the final 
remedy. The public comment period, beyond the 
30-day minimum, must be extended by at least 30 
additional days upon receipt of a —timely“ citizen 
request. Although —timely“ is considered to be 
within the first two weeks of the comment period, 
staff should make every reasonable effort to 
accept requests received at any time during the 
comment period. If the comment period is 
extended, staff should publish a public notice to 
announce the extension of the comment period. 

CERCLA and the NCP require EPA to provide 
an opportunity for a public meeting at or near the 
site regarding the RI/FS and Proposed Plan. The 
Site Team also may choose to conduct a formal 
public hearing, although this alternative is neither 
required nor always encouraged. Public hearings, 
at which concerned individuals formally state 
their comments but no Agency response is given, 
are primarily a vehicle for the public to get 
comments into the record, rather than a means for 
the Agency to engage in a dialogue with the 
community. If the Agency receives a request for a 
hearing, staff should explain the distinction 
between public meetings and hearings and verify 
that a hearing is what is desired. The public‘s 
need often can be met in a more informal, 
productive, and less resource-intensive manner. If 
a hearing is needed, the preferred approach is to 
hold it in conjunction with small informal 
meetings or other communications techniques. 

?C 

One CIC decided to inform local stake-

plan by holding a public meeting to 
announce the opportunity and invite 

tion workshop. The meeting was held at a 

The workshop took place on the following 

citizens can maximize their contributions. 

shop attendees submitted comments on 

holders about an opportunity for review 
and comment on the proposed cleanup 

interested parties to a public participa-

library on a Saturday afternoon, and 
attracted a large and diverse audience. 

Saturday and provided information 
about: (1) requirements for public review 
of and comment on site activities; (2) pros 
and cons of the process; and (3) how 

A workshop hand-out offered step-by-step 
guidance for reviewing the site informa-
tion and filing comments. As a result of 
his actions, more than half of the work-

the proposed cleanup plan. 



?D 

The most current version 
of this publication is 

available at 

for submission of written and oral comments on 

must keep a transcript of the public meeting 
conducted during the comment period and make 
the transcripts available to the public as part of 

oral comments made during meetings. Other 
substantive discussions regarding the RI/FS, 
Proposed Plan, or proposed waivers received by 
other means, such as telephone calls or meetings 
with individuals during the public comment 

cation, tapes, or notes that must be placed in the 

encourage written comments to ensure they are 
fully reflected in the record. 

O{zÄqzÅ,Pqo~qq,4ur,zqoqÄÄm~Ü5 
Sometimes after the Proposed Plan is developed, 
the Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) will 
negotiate and enter into settlement agreements or 

community of the consent decree and allow the 
community to provide input. 

O{yyÇzuÅÜ,UzÉ{xÉqyqzÅ,MoÅuÉuÅuqÄ,r{~ 
O{zÄqzÅ,Pqo~qqÄ 

ment, the following requirements apply: 
• Publish a notice of the proposed agreement in 

the Federal Register at least 30 days before 
the agreement becomes final, identifying the 
name of the facility and the parties to the 
proposed agreement. 

• Provide an opportunity for comments and for 
consideration of comments (see the Public 

www.epa.gov/superfund 

The Site Team also must provide an opportunity 

the RI/FS and Proposed Plan. The Site Team 

the administrative record and information reposi-
tory. Such transcripts are used by EPA to consider 

period, must also be documented. This documen-
tation may be done through a record of communi-

administrative record. Agency staff should 

C: Z{Åuoq,mzp,O{yyqzÅ,{z 

consent decrees with EPA to do the cleanup. To 
conclude such negotiations, EPA enforcement 
staff and the PRPs may make modifications to the 
Proposed Plan. Therefore, EPA must inform the 

In the event that there is an enforcement agree-

Comment Periods and Responsiveness 
Summaries tools in the Toolkit). 

Under the law, consent decree negotiations are 
not open to the public. Therefore, once a consent 
decree emerges, the community may feel victimized. 
Closed discussions between EPA and PRPs often 
result in reduced trust and increased resistance on the 
part of the community. 

Fortunately, there are a few things that the Site Team 
can do to prevent a community from feeling victim-
ized by a consent decree. During consent decree 
negotiations, the Site Team can use focus groups and 
informal activities as tools to involve the community. 
• 	 Focus groups are facilitated discussions about 

the site and the community‘s concerns voiced 
by small groups of stakeholders. Focus groups 
are a useful tool for understanding stakehold-
ers‘ opinions on site activities, why they feel 
as they do, and their needs and expectations. 
By holding separate focus group sessions with 
different groups, the Site Team can find out 
how the community will react to different 
proposals being considered in negotiations 
(For more information on using focus groups, 
see the Focus Groups tool in the Toolkit). 

• 	 Informal activities are unstructured visits to 
the community to give people a chance to get 
to know members of the Site Team and to 
discuss the site in a relaxed atmosphere. 
Informal activities can include visiting a 
resident‘s home, hosting an information booth 
at a local festival, or going door-to-door in a 
neighborhood close to the site. Such activities 
allow the Site Team to inform the community 
about the consent decree. Be aware that any 
such communication should be cleared with 
Regional Counsel well in advance of the 
activity. Typically, the most the Site Team will 
be able to tell a community is that negotiations 
may or may not occur and may or may not 
result in a consent decree. These efforts may 
not seem like much, but such communication 
can go a long way in preventing unpleasant 
surprises once a consent decree is signed. Such 



activities allow the Site Team to identify 
community concerns regarding the consent 
decree and direct those concerns to EPA‘s 
representative at the negotiation table (see the 
Informal Activities tool in the Toolkit). 

Y{~q,Mn{ÇÅ,O{yyÇzuÅÜ,UzÉ{xÉqyqzÅ 
MoÅuÉuÅuqÄ,r{~,Qzr{~oqyqzÅ,MoÅu{zÄ 

CERCLA created two complementary methods to 
clean up hazardous waste sites. The first created 
a trust fund to pay for site clean up. The second 
provides EPA with authority to identify PRPs 
linked to the site and negotiate settlements with 
PRPs for site cleanup work or to issue adminis-
trative orders directing them to do so. EPA may 
also recover the costs of such actions from PRPS 
when the trust fund has been used. 

Since the passage of CERCLA in 1980, several 
states have enacted similar laws under which 
they may undertake site cleanup and recover 
costs from PRPs. Citing their own authority, they 
may issue orders or enter into settlement agree-
ments with PRPs. The enforcement process is 
essentially the same as that followed by EPA. 

Agency staff should try to help citizens under-
stand Superfund program goals and activities, 
including enforcement actions. If community 
concerns are fully identified early in the remedial 
process, the agency is better able to address these 
concerns in the proposed plan. 

Community Involvement Plan. In fostering 
community involvement during enforcement 
actions, CICs should follow the same steps as for 
fund-financed projects. The steps critical to 
community involvement are conducting inter-
views of local citizens and formulating a CIP. 
Once the CIP has been developed, the CIC and 
other members of the Site Team should ensure 
that community involvement activities outlined 
in the CIP take place. The administrative record 
is one method to ensure that the public can access 
information about site activities. This and other 
methods should be considered and used to inform 
and involve the public. 

The most current version 
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The agency in charge of response actions will 
develop and carry out community involvement 
activities at enforcement-lead sites. PRPs may 
participate in community involvement activities 
only at the discretion of the Regional Office. 
PRPs do not develop the CIP. The Regional 
Office will oversee any PRP community involve-
ment activities. PRPs may participate in commu-
nity involvement activities at sites where they are 
conducting a removal, RI/FS, remedial design, 
remedial action, or operation and maintenance. 
The CIP should cover any PRP participation in 
community involvement activities. In these cases, 
the PRPs may wish to participate in public 
meetings or in the preparation of fact sheets that 
the agency must review before release to the 
public. The contents of press releases, however, 
are not negotiated with PRPs. 

The completed CIP should be provided to all 
interested parties and placed in the administrative 
record and information repository. If the CIP is 
revised, the final revised copy should be made 
available to the public and placed in the adminis-
trative record and information repository. 

Community involvement activities outlined in a CIP 
for a PRP-lead site should not compromise the 
settlement process and the likely schedule of 
enforcement actions. Technical discussions may be 
identified in the CIP as community involvement 
activities. The CIP should document the Agency‘s 
approach to coordinating and sharing information 
with PRPs. Special conditions on Agency interac-
tion with PRPs should be spelled out in the adminis-
trative order or consent decree, not in the CIP. 

The public must be informed early when PRPs 
are participating in community involvement 
activities identified in the CIP. When this hap-
pens, the public should be informed that the site 
response team prepared the plan. Staff should 
communicate this by preparing a fact sheet and 
stating clearly at a public meeting that EPA, and 
not the PRPs, prepared the CIP, retains all 
decision-making authority, and directs all com-
munity involvement activities. 
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The CIP also should describe how the litigation 
process affects community involvement activi-
ties. Litigation generally does not occur until 
after the remedy is selected, but community 
involvement staff should explain early in the 
process that legal constraints on community 
involvement activities may apply during negotia-
tions or litigation. Community involvement staff 
may choose to describe EPA interaction with the 
U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ). If litigation is 
pursued, the CIP will be amended to reflect the 
potential effects of litigation on community 
involvement activities. When referral for litiga-
tion is the initial enforcement action, the CIP 

The mayor of a town with a Superfund 
site held a series of meetings with com-
munity leaders to encourage community 
participation in discussions with EPA and 
PRPs on site cleanup plans. The process 
continued after the ROD was signed, but 
broke down prior to the consent decree 
when the community came out opposed to 
the selected remedy, incineration. The 
community had little confidence in the 
process leading to the RI and the selected 
remedy, and felt that EPA had —let the fox 
into the henhouse.“ When the consent 
decree was approved, incinerator con-
struction began and residents asked 
EPA‘s ombudsman to intervene when 
fumes generated by construction over-
whelmed the PRPs‘ control apparatus. 

EPA stopped work on the site. The com-
munity asked for an alternative remedy, 
and the PRPs agreed to develop one. To 
help various interest groups at the site 
work out the problems, EPA proposed 
formation of a Community Advisory 
Group, which ultimately helped interests 
work together by improving relations 
between EPA and the community. 

should specify activities that are to be conducted 
during litigation to the extent known at that time. 

Enforcement Actions and Community Involve-
ment at Remedial Sites. Community involve-
ment and outreach activities should be planned as 
early in the enforcement process as possible. 
Generally, this outreach should occur before the 
issuance of a RI/FS special notice. Meetings with 
small groups of citizens, local officials, and other 
interested parties are extremely helpful for sharing 
general information and resolving questions. These 
meetings may also serve to provide information on 
the Agency‘s general enforcement process. Also, 
the information repository and administrative 
record are sources from which the public may 
obtain specific information about the site, general 
Superfund process, and other Agency materials. 

Negotiations about private party response actions 
or payment of cleanup costs are conducted in 
confidential sessions between the PRPs and EPA 
or the state. PRPs may be unwilling to negotiate 
without a guarantee of confidentiality. This 
expectation of confidentiality restricts the type and 
amount of information that can be made public. 

Special effort should be made prior to the negotia-
tion moratorium to warn the public that little 
information will be available during negotiations. 
Neither the public nor the technical advisor (if one 
has been hired by a community) may participate in 
negotiations between EPA, DOJ, and the PRPs 
unless all those parties agree. Instead of direct 
participation by the public in negotiations, commu-
nity involvement staff may wish to mail out a fact 
sheet on the Superfund enforcement process and 
the moratorium schedules for the specific site. 

The public should be informed when agreements 
are reached and when consent decrees are referred 
to DOJ, lodged, and entered by the court. A press 
release may be issued if a site mailing list has not 
yet been established. If a mailing list exists, 
notices can be sent at the time of the press release. 

Once a case is in court, only information from 
court files will be available to the public. Agency 

@<




A CIC and RPM presented a site update to 
a county‘s Grand Jury panel that included 
graphics, maps, and slides of the former 
mine site. Afterwards, the audience stated 
an interest in seeing the site first hand. Two 
weeks later, the RPM and CIC led a site 
tour for 25 people that included a visit to 
an adjacent site where EPA was completing 
removal of contaminated soil. Fact sheets 
and a chronology of EPA activities were 
provided as handouts. 

statements about the case must be cleared with 
DOJ. The Office of Regional Counsel (ORC) 
team member will arrange for that clearance and 
consult with DOJ on statements concerning site 
status, such as investigations, risk assessments, 
and response work. The ORC is responsible for 
informing staff about consultations with DOJ. 

D: \~q9^[P,_uszuruomzÅ 
OtmzsqÄ,4ur,zqoqÄÄm~Ü5 
If needed, the Site Team may have to address 
significant changes to the Proposed Plan prior to 
selection of the final remedy. If new information 
significantly changes the basic features of the 
remedy in the Proposed Plan with respect to scope, 
performance, or cost prior to adoption of the final 
remedy proposed in the ROD, the Site Team is 
required to do different community involvement 
activities. These activities will depend upon 
whether the significant changes could or could not 
be reasonably anticipated by the public based on 
information in the Proposed Plan, supporting 
analysis, and administrative record. 

\~q9^[P,O{yyÇzuÅÜ,UzÉ{xÉqyqzÅ,MoÅuÉuÅuqÄ 

If new information that significantly changes the 
basic features or cost of the remedy becomes 
available after the publication of the Proposed 
Plan, and if these changes could be reasonably 
anticipated by the public based on information in 
the Proposed Plan, supporting analysis, and 
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administrative record, then the Site Team must 
include a discussion of the significant changes 
and reasons for such changes in the ROD. 
However, if EPA determines that the significant 
change could not have been reasonably antici-
pated by the public based on information in the 
Proposed Plan, supporting analysis, and adminis-
trative record, then the Site Team must: 
• 	 Issue a revised Proposed Plan. Prior to the 

selection of the remedy, the Site Team must 
issue a revised Proposed Plan that includes a 
discussion of the significant changes and the 
reasons for such changes. 

• 	 Hold a public comment period. The Site 
Team must seek additional public comment on 
the revised Proposed Plan (see the Public 
Comment Periods tool in the Toolkit). 

• 	 Prepare a written response. The Site Team 
must respond to significant comments (see the 
Responsiveness Summaries tool in the 
Toolkit). 

When revisions to the Proposed Plan necessiate a 
a new round of public comment, public under-
standing of those significant changes is crucial. 
EPA recommends that the Site Team use some of 
the following community involvement tools: 
• 	 Revised fact sheet. Distribute a revised 

Proposed Plan fact sheet explaining significant 
changes and the process for holding a new 
round of public comments (see the Fact 
Sheets tool in the Toolkit). 

• 	 Public availability/poster session. The Site 
Team should host a public availability/poster 
session to explain significant changes and the 
need for a new round of public comment. 
Public availabilities and poster sessions are 
less structured than public meetings; they are 
preferred in situations in which public meet-
ings are not required (see the Public Avail-
ability/Poster Session tool in the Toolkit). 

• 	 Informal activities. The Site Team should 
engage in some informal outreach activities, 
such as setting up an exhibit booth at a com-
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munity event or going door-to-door, to explain 
the significant changes and the new round of 
public comments (see the Informal Activities 
tool in the Toolkit). 

• 	 On-Site activities. Depending upon the nature 
of the significant changes, this point in the 
process might present a good opportunity for 
the Site Team to host a site tour, during which 
the team can explain the site, the nature and 
extent of contamination, and the significant 
changes to the revised Proposed Plan (see the 
On-Site Activities tool in the Toolkit). 

• 	 Telephone hot lines. If the Site Team has not 
already set up a toll-free telephone hot line, 
this would be a good time to do so. If the hot 
line is already operating, it should be updated 
to explain the revised Proposed Plan and the 
new round of public comments (see the 
Telephone tool in the Toolkit). 

E: ^qo{~p,{r,PqouÄu{z

After EPA considers comments on the Proposed 
Plan, it selects a final remedy, which is published 
in the Record of Decision (ROD). The ROD is 
the official documentation of how EPA consid-
ered the remedial alternatives and why EPA 
selected the final remedy. 

O{yyÇzuÅÜ,UzÉ{xÉqyqzÅ,^q}Çu~qyqzÅÄ 
PÇ~uzs,Åtq,^[P 

During selection of the final remedy in the ROD, 
the Site Team must: 
• 	 Publish a notice of the availability of the 

ROD in a major local newspaper. The Site 
Team must notify the public of the availability 
of the ROD through publication of a notice in 
a major local newspaper (see the Public 
Notices tool in the Toolkit). 

• 	 Review the CIP for needed changes. After 
the signing of the ROD and prior to the 
initiation of the Remedial Design, the Site 
Team shall review the CIP to determine 
whether it should be revised to include addi-
tional public involvement activities during the 

RD/RA phase (see the Community Involve-
ment Plans tool in the Toolkit). 

Y{~q,Mn{ÇÅ,\Çnxuo,Z{Åuoq,{r,^[P 

EPA is required to publish a newspaper notice, 
preferably a display ad, which informs the public 
that the ROD has been signed and announces the 
availability of the final remedial action plan 
selected by EPA. The advertisement should 
provide a brief summary of the selected remedy 
and explain where a copy of the ROD can be 
obtained or reviewed. 

^[P,[ÇÅ~qmot,MoÅuÉuÅuqÄ 

When the ROD is issued, the Site Team should 
make a concerted effort to inform the community 
that EPA has made a decision about the site 
remedy. This information needs to be dissemi-
nated as widely as possible. Although placing a 
notice in a newspaper is required, it probably is 
the least effective way of notifying the commu-
nity. Other more effective approaches for notify-
ing the community about the ROD include: 
• 	 Fact sheets. Distribute a fact sheet explaining 

the remedy in the ROD. (see the Fact Sheets 
tool in the Toolkit, which includes sample fact 
sheets and fact sheet templates). 

• 	 Public availability/poster session. The Site 
Team can host a public availability/poster 
session to explain the ROD (see the Public 
Availabilities/Poster Sessions tool in the 
Toolkit). 

• 	 Informal activities. The Site Team can 
engage in informal outreach activities, such as 
setting up an exhibit booth at a community 
event, to announce the ROD (see the Informal 
Activities tool in the Toolkit). 

• 	 On-site activities. The ROD announcement 
might present a good opportunity for the Site 
Team to host a site tour. (see the On-Site 
Activities tool in the Toolkit). 

• 	 Press briefings and news releases. Most local 
television and radio stations will broadcast 
public service announcements related to sites. 
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At a controversial site, a CIC held regular 
conference calls with EPA representatives, 
reporters, editors, local officials, and inter-
ested residents. Twelve lines were dedicated 
for each call. The date and time of the call 
were announced in advance. The calls were 
conducted on a quarterly basis at first, but as 
work intensified, they were held monthly, 
then bi-weekly, and weekly. 

The CIC also placed weekly updates on a 
toll-free hot line that citizens could call at 
their convenience. This information an-
swered the basic questions of affected resi-
dents and saved the CIC time responding to 
individual messages. In the end, the ROD 
was not contested. 

Site Team members may appear on a live radio 
or cable television call-in shows. The Site 
Team can respond to questions and also 
explain the selected remedy. When participat-
ing on this type of show, develop messages and 
repeat them frequently to ensure the key 
mesages are conveyed to the public (see the 
Media tool in the Toolkit and Chapter 7, 
—Dealing with the Media,“ in this Handbook). 

• 	 Postcard or flyer. Prepare a post card or flyer 
to announce the ROD and distribute it to 
people on the site mail list. Place the flyer or 
post card in various locations throughout the 
community, such as schools, libraries, or 
grocery stores. 

=<: \{ÄÅ9^[P,_uszuruomzÅ 
OtmzsqÄ 

After a ROD is signed, the PRP sometimes will 
settle with EPA and agree to perform the remedy 
selected in the ROD. If any post-ROD remedial 
action or enforcement action under CERCLA §106 
is taken, or if any settlement or consent decree 
under CERCLA §106 or §122 is entered into, and 
if such action, settlement, or decree differs signifi-
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the following actions: 
• 

decree do not fundamentally alter the remedy 
selected in the ROD with respect to scope, 
performance, or cost, the Agency must issue 

major local newspaper of general circulation. 
• 

decree fundamentally alter the basic features 
of the selected remedy with respect to scope, 

amendment to the ROD. 

• Publish a notice of availability of the 

publish a notice of availability and a brief 
description of the proposed amendment in a 
major local newspaper of general circulation. 

• 

sion of written and oral comments on the 
proposed amendment (the comment period 
must be extended by a minimum of 30 days, 
upon timely request). 

• 

public meeting during the comment period. 
• Keep a transcript of comments. The Site 

received at the public meeting. 
• Include an explanation of the amendment. 

tion of the amendment and a response to each 
of the significant comments, criticisms, and 
new relevant information received during the 
comment period in the amended ROD. 

www.epa.gov/superfund 

cantly from the ROD, then EPA must take one of 

If the differences in the settlement or consent 

an explanation of significant differences and 
make the explanation and supporting informa-
tion available to the public in the administra-
tive record and information repository. Addi-
tionally, a notice that briefly summarizes the 
significant differences and states the reasons 
for such differences must be published in a 

If the differences in the settlement or consent 

performance, or cost, EPA must propose an 

To amend the ROD, EPA must: 

proposed amendment. The Site Team must 

Provide time for comments. The Site Team 
must provide at least 30 days for the submis-

Provide public meeting opportunity. The 
Site Team must provide the opportunity for a 

Team must keep a transcript of comments 

The Site Team must include a brief explana-
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• Publish a notice of availability of the 
amended ROD
notice of availability of the amended ROD in a 
major local newspaper of general circulation. 

• Place the amended ROD in the information 
The amended ROD and supporting 

tive record and information repository before 
commencement of the remedial action. 
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When a settlement agreement or consent decree has 

requirements outlined above. Because settlement 

and the resulting proposed ROD amendments may 

that the following additional community outreach 
activities be undertaken: 
• Fact sheets

public of its opportunity to comment on the 

Fact Sheets

• Public availability/poster session. The Site 

session to explain the proposed amendments to 
the ROD and the need for a new round of 
public comment. Public availabilities and 
poster sessions are preferred in situations in 
which public meetings are not required (see 
the tool 
in the ). 

• Informal activities
engage in informal outreach activities, such as 
setting up an exhibit booth at a community 

event or going door-to-door to explain the 
proposed amendments to the ROD and the new 
round of public comments (see the Informal 

tool in the ). 
• On-site activities. Depending upon how 

tangibly the amendments proposed for the 
ROD can be demonstrated on site, this time 
might present a good opportunity for the Site 

plated by the settlement or consent decree (see 
the On-Site Activities tool in the ). 

• 
up a toll-free telephone hot line, this would be a 

was established earlier in the process, it should 
be updated to explain the proposed amendments 

ments ( ). 

^qyqpumx,MoÅu{z 
Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA) is 

ments the cleanup remedy selected in the ROD. 
As with the other phases, RD/RA has its own set 
of community involvement opportunities and 
potential problems. The disruption imposed on 
communities during the construction phase can 
cause communities to become agitated and vocal. 

While the remedial design phase usually is 

ducted, the remedial action phase can be very 

—Engage in meaningful dialogue and you 

standing and criticism.“ 
Ed Als, RPM, Region 2 

www.epa.gov/superfund 

Once the ROD has been amended, EPA must: 

. The Site Team must publish a 

repository. 
information must be placed in the administra-

caused EPA to propose an amendment to the ROD, 
EPA must perform the community involvement 

negotiations are closed to the public, the settlement 

come as an unpleasant surprise to the community, 
and significantly undermine community trust and 
cooperation. To avoid this result, EPA recommends 

. Distribute a fact sheet explaining 
how EPA proposes to amend the ROD and any 
changes to the scope, performance, and cost of 
the remedy. The fact sheet should remind the 

proposed amendments to the ROD (see the 
 tool in the Toolkit, which includes 

sample fact sheets and fact sheet templates). 

Team should host a public availability/poster 

Public Availabilities/Poster Sessions
Toolkit

. The Site Team should 

Activities Toolkit

Team to host a site tour. During the tour, the 
Site Team can provide a history of the site and 
describe the nature and extent of contamina-
tion and the changes to the remedy contem-

Toolkit
Telephone hot lines. If the Site Team has not set 

good time to do so. Alternatively, if the hot line 

to the ROD and the new round of public com-
see the Telephone tool in the Toolkit

==: ^qyqpumx,PqÄusz; 

the phase during which EPA designs and imple-

uneventful since little or no field work is con-

disruptive to the community, with extensive 
construction, dust, noise, and heavy truck traffic 

will minimize delays from public misunder-



that carries on for months or years. Members of 
the public may express anger and surprise when 
construction begins. Moreover, regardless of the 
success of community involvement efforts prior 
to construction, there always will be newcomers 
to the community or people who recently started 
paying attention who may be especially bothered 
by the impact of construction on their lives. 

The Site Team should continue any ongoing 
communications and outreach efforts and engage 
in further efforts. At least one community in-
volvement or outreach activity should be per-
formed each year during the design phase of the 
remedy. These activities should emphasize that 
EPA is making progress with the design and, 
whenever possible, advise the community when 
construction may begin. Fact sheets or flyers 
work well to inform the community about the 
progress of the design. Some Regions require the 
site team to hold a public meeting at the 75 per-
cent design completion point to educate the 
community about the project and the potential 
impact on residents. 

O{yyÇzuÅÜ,UzÉ{xÉqyqzÅ,MoÅuÉuÅuqÄ,PÇ~uzs 
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The NCP requires EPA to do the following after 
the remedial design is approved and before 
construction begins: 
• 	 Issue a fact sheet. After completion of the 

final design, the Site Team must issue a fact 
sheet (see the Fact Sheets tool in the Toolkit). 

• 	 Provide a public briefing. The Site Team 
must provide a public briefing about the final 
engineering design prior to the initiation of 
remedial action (see the Presentations and 
Public Meetings tools in the Toolkit). 

The community should be informed about the 
work to be done, planned work hours, truck 
traffic, health and safety precautions, and moni-
toring to confirm that there are no releases. The 
community also should be informed about issues 
such as whether and how the remedial action will 

The most current version 
of this publication is 
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Sometimes a previously —sleepy“ site can 
become a community involvement chal-
lenge when new issues arise late in the 
Superfund cleanup process. A last-minute 
challenge occurred at a Region 4 site 
where the community became aware during 
the design phase that EPA was considering 
allowing the PRPs to discharge untreated 
groundwater into a sewer line. The dis-
charge issue galvanized the community. 
EPA scheduled a public meeting to hear 
residents‘ concerns on this and other site-
related issues and helped the community 
form a Community Advisory Group (CAG). 
EPA organized site visits and worked 
closely with the CAG to address community 
concerns. The Agency agreed to continue 
investigating the site. While those involved 
agree that the CAG should have been 
formed much earlier in the process before 
major site decisions were made, they also 
agree that the group has played a signifi-
cant role at the site and has helped build 
trust between the community and EPA. 

affect school bus routes and schedules, local 
traffic patterns, noise, and health and safety 
issues. Procedures for notifying nearby residents 
in the event of a release or other emergency also 
should be established. 

The required activities should be supplemented 
with activities such as public availabilities/poster 
sessions, site tours, radio show appearances, or 
something similar on a local TV news show or 
local cable TV station. These activities should 
educate the community about what can be 
expected to occur during the construction phase. 

The Site Team also may want to consider special 
events and facilities at the site that allow resi-
dents to see the progress first hand, such as 
observation decks, special site tours, and other 
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methods that will eduacate and inform the public. 
Again, the more the residents know, the better the 
chances of avoiding controversy. 

=>: [|q~mÅu{z,2 
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During the Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 
phase, EPA must conduct a review of the remedy 
every five years. The project manager forms a 
Site Team for the five-year review, which may 
consist of a CIC, scientists, engineers, and other 
technical personnel. The review includes: exam-
ining site data; visiting the site; taking new 
samples; and talking with affected residents. 
EPA is required to notify the community and 
other potentially-interested parties that a five-
year review will be conducted at their site. The 
Site Team may interview community members to 
get their views about current site conditions, 
problems, and concerns. If there is a site CAG or 
TAG, representatives of these groups should be 
briefed at appropriate stages of the five-year 
review. The Site Team also may conduct addi-
tional community involvement activities, such as 
issuing fact sheets or holding a public meeting. 
Upon completion of the five-year review, the Site 
Team is required to write a review report which 
includes background on the site and cleanup 
activities, a description of what was done during 
the five-year review, and an explanation of the 
results. The explanation of results must include a 
protectiveness statement for each remedy under 
review indicating whether the remedy is protect-
ing human health and the environment. While it 
is not required, the Site Team may choose to ask 
for public comment on the report. 
Upon completion of this report, the Site Team 
will write a summary of the review report and 
place the report and its summary in the site 
repository. The Site Team then will announce that 
the review is complete, and that the report and 
summary are available for the public to review. 
For more information about community involve-

ment strategies during a five-year review, read 
Appendix A of the Comprehensive Five-Year 
Review Guidance. 

=?: \~{|{Äqp,Z\X,PqxqÅu{z
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A site can be deleted from the NPL when EPA 
determines that no further response is needed. 
Procedures for NPL site deletion are similar to 
rulemaking for NPL site additions. Regional staff 
need to prepare a deletion docket containing all 
pertinent information supporting the deletion 
recommendation before transmitting this docket 
to EPA Headquarters for review. The Site Team 
should ensure that the Regional public docket 
and local information repositories contain copies 
of all supporting information prior to publication 
of public notification statements announcing 
EPA‘s intent to propose a site deletion. 

The following community involvement activities 
are required during deletion from the NPL: 
• 	 Publish a notice of intent. The Site Team 

must publish a notice of —intent to delete“ in 
the Federal Register. 

• 	 Hold a public comment period. In the notice, 
the Site Team must solicit public comments 
through a public comment period of a mini-
mum of 30 calendar days (see the Public 
Comment Periods tool in the Toolkit). 

• 	 Publish a public notice of availability. The 
Site Team must publish a public notice of the 
intent to delete the site from the NPL. The 
notice should be published in a major local 
newspaper at or near the site (see the Public 
Notices tool in the Toolkit). 

• 	 Place copies in the Information Repository. 
The Site Team must place copies of informa-
tion supporting the proposed deletion in the 
information repository (see the Information 
Repository tool in the Toolkit). 
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• 	 Respond to public comments. The Site Team 
must respond to each significant comment and 
any new data submitted during the comment 
period and include this responsiveness sum-
mary document in the final deletion package 
(see the Responsiveness Summary tool in the 
Toolkit). 

• 	 Place the deletion package in the Informa-
tion Repository. The Site Team must place the 
final deletion package in the local information 
repository once the notice of the final deletion 
has been published in the Federal Register. 

Y{~q,Mn{ÇÅ,Åtq,Z{Åuoq,{r,UzÅqzÅ,Å{,PqxqÅq 

The Site Team must prepare the —Notice of Intent 
to Delete“ to appear in the Federal Register and 
appropriate local publications. Additional infor-
mation in the notice should include: 
• 	 A summary of EPA deletion criteria and how 

the site meets the criteria; 
• 	 The locations of Regional dockets; 
• 	 The locations of local information repositories 

containing relevant documents; 
• 	 The name and address of a Regional contact 

where comments may be sent; 
• 	 A brief site history, including location, former 

use, contaminants, and date added to the NPL; 
• 	 A description of all response actions taken at 

the site (including the scope of the RI, if 
applicable, the results, and the conclusions); 

One CIC organized a celebration around 
the demolition of four smokestacks at a 
Superfund site. The stacks had been an 
eyesore in the community. The media was 
involved, as well as the Regional Adminis-
trator and a local Congressman. Local 
residents printed programs for the demoli-
tion and organized a fair with a helicopter 
ride. The CIC distributed a fact sheet and 
media package about the stack demolition. 

The most current version 
of this publication is 

available at 
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Another CIC held a ceremony when work at 
a site was completed. The occasion was the 
completion of on-site revegetation to create 
a bird sanctuary. Since the site appeared to 
be nothing more than a grassy field, the 
celebration focused on the removal of EPA‘s 
Superfund sign and the unveiling of a new 
sign designating the site as a sanctuary. 

• 	 A summary of cleanup standards and criteria 
and results of all confirmatory sampling; 

• 	 A summary of Superfund community involve-
ment activities; 

• 	 A description of EPA‘s close-out plan for the 
site that explains operation and maintenance 
procedures, the monitoring program that will 
be implemented, and any institutional controls 
that will be used at the site; 

• 	 An acknowledgment of State concurrence to 
delete the site; 

• 	 A description of procedures for deleting a site 
from the NPL; and 

• 	 A statement indicating that EPA retains the 
authority to spend money on and take action at 
a deleted site if future conditions warrant such 
actions. 

MppuÅu{zmx,[ÇÅ~qmot,MoÅuÉuÅuqÄ,pÇ~uzs,Z\X 
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The last important activity is a special event to 
commemorate completion and recognize citizens 
who have helped (see the Citizen Recognition 
and Special Events tools in the Toolkit). Regions 
have tried a variety of activities intended to bring 
closure to the site for the community, as well as 
for the Site Team. In most cases, the complete 
process has taken longer than anyone expected or 
wanted, and a special event signals success or 
finality for all involved. In some cases, it can also 
serve to formally return land to the community. 
Grand openings, dedications, and naming cer-
emonies are all appropriate. The purpose of such 
special events is to involve the community and 
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demonstrate to them in a dramatic fashion that 
the project is complete. 

O{yyÇzuÅÜ,UzÉ{xÉqyqzÅ,{z 
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Prospective Purchaser Agreements (PPAs) are 
agreements between EPA and prospective pur-
chasers of contaminated properties that contain 
covenants not to sue. These covenants release 
purchasers from liability for past contamination. 
The covenants not to sue are intended to encour-
age safe reuse or redevelopment of contaminated 
property that would have substantial benefits to 
the community (e.g., through job creation or 
productive use of abandoned property). 

EPA issued a —Guidance on Agreements with 
Prospective Purchasers of Contaminated Prop-
erty“ in May 1995, which expanded the circum-
stances under which the Agency will consider 
entering into PPAs. Previous guidance limited use 
of these covenants to certain situations. The 1995 
guidance allows EPA to consider —indirect public 
benefit“ as one of the considerations. A model 
PPA was issued in October 1999. A PPA tracking 
system also has been developed within the 
WasteLAN database. 

O{yyÇzuÅÜ,UzÉ{xÉqyqzÅ,MoÅuÉuÅuqÄ,r{~,Q\M 
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Because settlements with prospective purchasers 
are not expressly governed by CERCLA, there is 

no legal requirement for public notice and 
comment. However, in light of EPA‘s May 1995 
policy of accepting —indirect public benefit“ as a 
partial consideration, and the fact that the PPAs 
will provide contribution protection to the 
purchaser, the surrounding community and other 
members of the public should be afforded an 
opportunity to provide comments on the settle-
ment, wherever feasible. This is particularly 
important in urban communities and at facilities 
where environmental justice is an issue. 

At these sites, the Site Team should disseminate 
information and facilitate public input. Seeking 
cooperation with state and local government 
agencies also may facilitate public awareness and 
involvement. Additionally, the Site Team should 
make a case-by-case determination of the need 
and level of measures needed to ensure meaning-
ful community involvement with respect to the 
agreement. Some PPAs may be subject to rela-
tively short deadlines. In these circumstances, the 
Site Team should allow sufficient time for 
appropriate approvals and public comment prior 
to the deadline. 

_Çyym~Ü

The Superfund remedial process can be traumatic 
for a community, and it is incumbent upon the 
Agency to help citizens deal with it. It is in EPA‘s 
best interest to involve citizens in every aspect of 
the cleanup. The more they feel involved in the 
decision-making process, the greater their sense 
of ownership and buy-in, and the more readily 
they will accept the proposed remedy. 
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UzÅ~{pÇoÅu{z 
This chapter presents a comprehensive discussion 
of how a Site Team should implement early and 
meaningful community involvement during 
removal actions. Removals are short-term re-
sponses to immediate threats to human health or 
the environment. Since removals vary in their 
duration, they present unique community involve-
ment challenges and opportunities. The type and 
frequency of community involvement activities 
will vary with the length and urgency of the 
removal action. Consequently, the community 
involvement approach for a removal action 
should be flexible and responsive to changing site 
conditions and to the needs of the surrounding 
community. 

—Be visible and available. Seek out oppor-
tunities to meet with community members 
during their normal activities. Always find 
the time to answer questions and listen to 
concerns.“ 
Paul Groulx, OSC, Region 1 

In this chapter, community involvement ap-
proaches and methods are discussed for three 
types of removal actions: emergency responses, 
time-critical removals, and non-time-critical 
removals. The unique community involvement 
approach for each type of removal action is 
discussed in detail. Required community involve-
ment activities, as well as recommended activities, 
are presented, as is a discussion of the community 
involvement challenges and opportunities posed by 
removal actions. The chapter begins with an 
overview of Superfund removal actions and 
planning tips for conducting community involve-
ment and outreach during removal actions. A 
variety of community involvement activities and 
suggestions and the rationale for conducting them 
are presented throughout the chapter. Details 
about each activity are provided in the Commu-
nity Involvement Toolkit. 
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Removal actions are characterized by their 

of removals: 
1) Emergency Responses are short-term (one-day 

ate removal of hazardous materials to protect 

threats, such as fires, explosions, or toxic 
spills. Communications focus on quickly 
disseminating information to warn of the 
potential threats and explain the protective 

2) are situations where 

months of discovery of hazardous materials to 

involvement and outreach activities are similar 

usually is available to plan outreach activities. 
3) 

determines that a removal action is appropriate 

of six months or more prior to the beginning of 
removal activities at the site. These sites do not 
present an immediate threat to public health or 

complete an Engineering Evaluation and Cost 
Analysis (EE/CA) that describes the cleanup 
and approach. Because of the longer time 
frame, the community involvement and out-
reach activities are similar to those performed 
for remedial actions. 

Even though the response time varies according 
to the type of removal, the key is developing a 
successful outreach plan for the situation. Early 
and continued community involvement and 
outreach–particularly for non-time-critical 
removal actions–will help promote community 
acceptance of the cleanup solution and may 

urgency and duration. There are three basic types 

to three months) actions requiring the immedi-

human health and the environment. Typical 
emergency responses address imminent 

measures EPA is taking. 
Time-Critical Removals
EPA must begin cleanup activities within six 

protect public health and safety. Community 

to emergency responses, although more time 

Non-Time-Critical Removals occur when EPA 

and the situation allows EPA a planning period 

safety. In non-time-critical removals, EPA must 
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prevent or substantially reduce conflict with the 
community or other stakeholders as the process 
proceeds. 

^{xqÄ,mzp,^qÄ|{zÄunuxuÅuqÄ

The On-Scene Coordinator (OSC) is responsible 
for all response activities conducted during a 
removal action, including non-technical activities 
such as communications, public outreach, and 
community involvement. The OSC can delegate 
these responsibilities to another OSC, a Commu-
nity Involvement Coordinator (CIC), or other 
response agency personnel. Regardless of who 
performs these functions, outreach, media rela-
tions, and community involvement activities are 
important and necessary elements of a successful 
cleanup conducted under removal authority. 

Since the OSC is responsible for all site activi-
ties, he or she must decide early in the response 
whether additional communications support and 
expertise are needed. This decision should be 
based upon the complexity and expected duration 
of the removal action and the interest of the 
community and the media. The OSC also relies 
on advice and support from the CIC or Regional 
press office when making decisions concerning 
media relations and public outreach. 

The CIC plays an important role in a removal 
action. The role of the CIC in any type of re-
moval action is to support the OSC and serve as a 
communications and outreach advisor. The OSC 
depends on the CIC‘s expertise and capabilities 
for developing and implementing a communica-
tion strategy for the removal action. This reliance 
on the CIC by the OSC requires the CIC to 
quickly gain an understanding of community 
concerns and the media‘s needs during a removal 
action and to develop a strategic plan to address 
the communication/outreach needs. The CIC 
advises the OSC of the communication/outreach 
issues and the proposed communications plan. 
After this consultation, the CIC coordinates with 
the OSC to implement the communications plan. 

Communications and outreach work best when 
the OSC and the CIC work as a team to manage 
all community involvement activities, including 
community outreach, media relations, coordina-
tion with stakeholders, and information dissemi-
nation. A teaming arrangement allows the OSC to 
focus on the technical issues concerning the 
response while the CIC focuses on the communi-
cation and outreach issues. In this arrangement, 
the OSC coordinates with the CIC to identify key 
messages or technical issues that need to be 
disseminated to the media or the surrounding 
community. The OSC also keeps the CIC in-
formed of technical cleanup activities so that the 
CIC can knowledgeably respond to questions 
from the media or the community. The CIC 
advises the OSC of key concerns of the media 
and community and suggests approaches for 
addressing those concerns. 

\xmzzuzs,r{~ 
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Once a removal action begins, the OSC and the 
support team helping with communications 
should be prepared to implement a variety of 
communication and outreach activities quickly to 
meet the needs of the community and other 
stakeholders. To improve this capability, the EPA 
removal Site Team should plan and prepare for 
communications prior to removal actions. Pro-
vided below are several suggestions for planning 
and preparing for a removal action: 
• 	 Develop a —Response Communications 

Toolkit“ for emergency and time-critical 
responses. The Toolkit should include: elec-
tronic templates of press releases and fact 
sheets that explain EPA‘s role in responding to 
the situation; checklists of activities to perform 
at the incident; tips for dealing with the media; 
and lists of contacts in the media and other 
response organizations. The Toolkit also should 
include a list of equipment and materials 
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needed for a field office, such as a laptop 
computer, portable printer, printing paper, 
notepads, pens, tape, stapler, folders, telephone 
equipment, fax machine, and other basic office 
equipment and materials. 

• 	 Establish a network of contacts in the response 
community at the local, state, and federal 
level. In medium and large emergency re-
sponse situations, all three governmental levels 
will be involved in the response. 

• 	 Develop templates of communication strate-
gies to facilitate identification of key audi-
ences, messages, and communication ap-
proaches and methods. 

• 	 Define roles and responsibilities of all re-
sponse personnel who will conduct communi-
cation and outreach activities. Understanding 
the roles of each individual prior to the inci-
dent will improve teamwork and coordination 
during the incident. 

• 	 Participate in training and desktop exercises to 
improve coordination pertaining to communi-
cations and outreach. 

• 	 Become familiar with the Joint Information 
Center (JIC) model for coordinating communi-
cations during multi-agency responses (See the 
text box on page 54). 

• 	 Develop fact sheets for each type of removal 
action and fact sheet templates that can be 
modified to address site-specific and commu-
nity needs. 

T{Ñ,Å{,O{zpÇoÅ,O{yyÇzuÅÜ 
UzÉ{xÉqyqzÅ;[ÇÅ~qmot 
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The approach for conducting community involve-
ment and outreach at removal actions depends on 
the severity and the duration of the particular 
response. In all removal actions, certain activities 
are required by the National Contingency Plan 
(NCP). The number of required activities in-
creases with the duration of the response action 
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(see the summary of the required activities in the 
Appendix). Experience has shown that meeting 
the minimum requirements often is insufficient to 

be done. The OSC, with advice from the Site 

lar response. This determination is best made by 
conducting an analysis of the communication 
needs for the specific removal action. Such a 
determination can be accomplished through a 

ful outreach effort during removals (see the 
tool in the ). A 

tions: 1) Who are the individuals and organizations 

ence)? 2) What are the key communication 

to convey to the public? and 4) Which techniques 
or activities are most appropriate to meet the 

These questions need to be answered before any 
communications or outreach activity is conducted. 
These answers can be derived informally through 

formally in a written document. For an emergency 
response, a discussion typically suffices, given the 
time constraints. 

For time-critical and non-time-critical responses, 

volvement Plan (CIP), is more appropriate. A 
Community Involvement Plan is required for 
removals that require more than six months. 

willing to adjust the communication approach 

cation strategy and the particular outreach 

adequately meet the community‘s needs and 
concerns. Performing the minimum communica-
tion/outreach activities can be sufficient at some 
sites; however, at most sites much more needs to 

Team, determines the extent of community 
outreach and involvement needed for the particu-

communications strategy. 

A communication strategy is critical to a success-

Communication Strategy Toolkit
communication strategy answers four key ques-

impacted by the removal action (i.e., the audi-

issues, such as a community‘s needs and con-
cerns? 3) What are the key messages EPA needs 

community‘s needs or to convey EPA‘s message? 

a discussion among Site Team members or 

a formal document, such as a Community In-

No single approach works for all sites or situa-
tions. The Site Team should be flexible and 

and strategy. Regardless of the general communi-
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tions. For these occasions, the OSC 
should consider establishing a Joint 
Information Center (JIC). 

A JIC is a centralized communications 

and media. The purpose of the JIC is to 
gather incident data, analyze public 

and tasks to manage information flow and 

small situations and can expand or con-

the incident. 

voice. By maintaining a centralized 

better managed, the issuance of mixed 

effort is minimized. Use of a JIC allows 

Additional information on establishing a 
JIC is available in a National Response 

Joint Information 

Most removal actions are relatively small 
in scope and limited to EPA or one other 
state or federal agency. In these cases, the 
OSC can manage the coordination of 
communications and outreach. However, 
some removal actions involve multiple 
public or private agencies and organiza-

hub designed to coordinate communica-
tions so that timely, useful, and accurate 
information can be provided to the public 

perceptions of the response, and inform 
the public. Representatives from response 
agencies are assigned specific functions 

outreach during the incident. The JIC 
structure works equally well for large or 

tract in size to meet the specific needs of 

Through a JIC, response agencies can 
work together and speak with a single 

communication facility, resources are 

messages is reduced, and duplication of 

for tracking and maintaining records and 
information more accurately. 

Team (NRT) document, 
Center Model: Collaborative Communica-
tions During Emergency Response. 

activity, there are simple principles that make an 
outreach program successful. These include: 
• 	 Be available and accessible. Accessibility to 

the community is critical to establishing EPA 
as the leader of a removal action. The OSC or 
the Site Team must anticipate and respond to 
the fear, confusion, and concerns of the 
community. Being available to answer ques-
tions or listen to concerns helps to address the 
immediate insecurities and fears felt by many 
community members. Accessibility also 
increases the community‘s familiarity with 
EPA and the Site Team, which ultimately 
increases comfort level and reduces fear. 

• 	 Respond quickly to community questions, 
concerns, and needs. Responding quickly 
increases the community‘s trust and confi-
dence in EPA and the Site Team. Conversely, 
responding slowly, or not at all, increases the 
community‘s fear and leads to mistrust. If time 
is needed to respond to a request from a 
stakeholder, explain when an answer will be 
provided. Always follow up by explaining 
what has or has not been done to address the 
person‘s concern, even if the news is bad. A 
person that does not hear back from EPA will 
assume that he or she is being ignored. 

• 	 Be honest and open. Never lie or be mislead-
ing. A community that learns that EPA staff 
has been misleading will not believe EPA in 
the future and will question every decision 
EPA makes. If an answer is not known, say, —I 
don‘t know but will find out.“ Once an answer 
is in hand, follow up should be immediate. 

• 	 Educate the impacted community about the 
Superfund program, both in terms of what is 
possible and not possible. This education will 
help to manage expectations. If people under-
stand that EPA is prohibited legally from doing 
something, they will not expect EPA to do it. 
Conversely, if they do not understand what 
cannot be done under the Superfund program, 
they will wonder why it is not being done. 



• 	 Empathize with community members or other 
stakeholders. Listen to people, be concerned, 
and treat people as you would like to be treated 
if you found yourself in similar circumstances. 

• 	 Be creative and imaginative, particularly when 
designing or implementing outreach activities. 
Design activities to meet community needs. 

• 	 Recognize that impacted citizens can be a 
source of help to EPA. Local residents/busi-
ness owners often know what has occurred at a 
site and can share this information with EPA. 
However, EPA needs to ask questions or 
encourage people to provide the information. 
Also, local residents can help disseminate 
information throughout the community. 

Adopting these attitudes and principles helps to 
establish a relationship of mutual respect and trust 
with the community. Although stakeholders may 
disagree with specific EPA decisions, they are 
more likely to understand and accept the decisions 
if they trust EPA and believe the decision-making 
process is fair and considers their input. 

When an OSC does an initial site assessment at a 
potential removal site and determines the site 
probably will require a removal action of more 
than six months, the OSC or CIC should consider 
canvassing the area and coordinating meetings 
with local public officials and the media. This 
can be an opportunity to gain a better understand-
ing of community concerns and to explain EPA‘s 
emergency response and removal program. This 
early involvement helps to build a relationship 
with the community, and is particularly important 
if the site becomes a non-time-critical removal or 
a remedial action after a time-critical removal. A 
well-informed community familiar with EPA and 
its programs will be less skeptical of EPA deci-
sions made during for the longer-term cleanup. 

—Take the time to anticipate public con-
cerns and likely reactions and develop 
effective involvement strategies.“ 
Andy Bain, CIC, Region 9 

O{yyÇzuÅÜ,UzÉ{xÉqyqzÅ; 
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By definition, an emergency is an unforeseen 
event that requires immediate action. For EPA 
and the OSC, the initial focus of a response 
action is to eliminate the immediate threat or 
potential threat. Equally important is communi-
cating with the impacted community to inform 
them of events and to respond to questions. 
During an emergency response, EPA needs to 
give the public prompt, accurate information on 
the nature of the release or threat of release and 
the actions to mitigate the threat. 

Emergency responses are designed to address 
imminent threats such as fires, explosions, toxic 
spills or any other immediate threat to public 
health and the environment. They typically 
involve: 
• 	 Evacuating or temporarily relocating people to 

remove them from direct harm; 
• 	 Stabilizing or detonating flammable or explo-

sive hazardous materials; 
• 	 Providing site security by posting signs, 

erecting fences, or posting guards; 
• 	 Providing an alternative water supply, such as 

bottled water; and 
• 	 Treating, storing, or disposing of hazardous 

substances, such as controlling drainage, 
stabilizing berms, draining lagoons, capping 
soils or sludge, excavating and removing 
contaminated soil, removing drums and other 
containers, or using chemical stabilizers. 

The OSC is authorized to take whatever steps are 
necessary to protect the surrounding community. 
This authority includes informing the media and 
the community of the emergency and the re-
sponse plans. The NCP requires EPA to inform 
the community and to designate a spokesperson 
during an emergency response. The OSC can 
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serve as the spokesperson or that responsibility 
can be delegated to a CIC or other qualified field 
personnel. This decision should be made early in 
the response, as soon as the OSC has determined 
the potential communication needs for the 
response. For multi-agency or complicated 
responses, the OSC should consider establishing 
a Joint Information Center (JIC) to handle 
communications and outreach. 

Community involvement and public outreach 
during an emergency present many challenges 
because of the time constraints and hectic nature 
of the response, the potential involvement of 
multiple agencies and organizations, and the 
limited availability of resources. There is often 
no pre-planning period. Regardless, successful 
community involvement and public outreach can 
be planned and implemented during emergencies. 
See the section below entitled, —Community 
Involvement During Time-Critical and Non-
Time-Critical Removal Actions,“ for planning 
ideas and approaches that can be applied to 
emergency response. 

From the perspectives of surrounding residents 
and business owners, an emergency response is a 
potential threat to their health, family, and 
property, and a significant disruption to their 
daily routine and life. Consequently, local 
residents and others impacted by the emergency 
will be fearful, feel powerless, and possibly be 
outraged. These concerns and feelings must be 
addressed by the OSC or the Site Team. Provid-
ing frequent and timely information about the 
emergency response and how it will impact 
residents helps to alleviate some of these con-
cerns. In most cases, information about individual 
sample results and health issues should be 
disseminated directly to individuals. General 
information can be disseminated through public 
meetings, telephone calls, door-to-door visits, or 
leaflets. In rare cases, critical information can be 
disseminated quickly through the media. The 
more personal the approach, the more comfort-
able people will become with the situation and 

with EPA. The exception to this rule is if people 
are in immediate danger. In such cases, all 
communication avenues should be used, includ-
ing the media, door-to-door notification, radio 
announcements, or any emergency response 
notification procedures used by local authorities. 

Provided below are specific activities and ap-
proaches that can be used to plan or conduct 
community involvement and outreach activities 
during an emergency response. 

[ÇÅ~qmot,MoÅuÉuÅuqÄ,PÇ~uzs,Qyq~sqzoÜ 
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At a minimum, the Site Team needs to perform 
three activities required by the NCP: 
1) Designate an Agency spokesperson. In a 

timely manner, this representative must inform 
the community of actions taken, respond to 
inquiries, and provide information concerning 
the release of hazardous substances. 

2) Notify affected citizens. The spokesperson 
must promptly notify the citizens immediately 
affected by the release, as well as state and 
local officials, and when appropriate, civil 
defense or emergency management agencies. 

3) Establish an administrative record. Staff 
must establish an administrative record 
containing documents that form the basis for 
selecting the response action. The administra-
tive record must be available for public review. 
Staff must notify the public of the availability 
of the administrative record by publishing an 
announcement in a major newspaper of 
general circulation. For emergency responses 
lasting less than 30 days, placement of the 
administrative record file in one central 
location fulfills statutory requirements. 

The role of the agency spokesperson can be filled 
by the lead OSC, a CIC, another OSC, or any 
qualified field staff (see the Spokesperson tool in 
the Toolkit). During complex, multi-agency 
responses, the OSC should consider establishing 
a JIC to coordinate the release of information to 
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the public through the media (see the Media tool • Disseminate information to the media through 
in the Toolkit). interviews, press briefings, and news releases. 

The activities required by the NCP typically are Also see Chapter 7, —Dealing with the Media,“ 

insufficient for informing the media, the public, in this Handbook. Prepare key messages for 

and interested stakeholders during an emergency interactions with the media. If no information 

response. Many other options should be consid- is available, tell the media that information 

ered by the Site Team. Some of these options are: will be disseminated as soon as accurate 
information becomes available. For press 

• 	 Designate a communications lead, such as a briefings and interviews, identify a facility
CIC, to advise the OSC on community involve- (tent, office, trailer), schedule the briefing/
ment issues and assist the OSC with the media. interview, and notify the press of the time and 

• 	 Canvass the neighborhood to identify residents‘ location (see the Media tool in the Toolkit). 
needs, fears, and concerns. • Distribute photographs. Take photographs or 

• 	 Formulate a quick communication strategy and use available photographs, maps, or aerial 
implement the approach and activities accord- photographs. These images can be distributed 
ingly. to the media and the public, used to document 

• 	 Coordinate with Regional EPA staff to brief the response, or placed in fact sheets. This will 
them about the response and to ask for assis- help satisfy the media‘s and public‘s need for 

tance, if necessary. Specifically, contact the official information about the emergency (see 

Regional Press Office, Office of Congressional the Maps, and Aerial Photographs tool in the 

Liaison, other OSCs and CICs, public affairs, Toolkit). 

and state contacts. 
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• 	 Distribute regular Facts Sheets to let residents 
know about EPA‘s emergency response 
activities. Use existing fact sheets on the 
removal program, toxic spills, EPA‘s emer-
gency response program and other topics. 
Develop new site-specific fact sheets using 
templates developed for emergency response 
situations (see the Fact Sheets tool in the 
Toolkit). 

•	 Publicize and host Public Meetings to deliver 
information to a large group of people, to let 
community members voice their concerns, and 
to foster interaction between the Site Team and 
the community (see the Public Meetings tool 
in the Toolkit). 

•	 Establish a local or toll-free Telephone hotline 
and publicize its availability. The hotline can 
be constantly manned to respond immediately 
to questions, play taped announcements that 
provide current updates on site activities, or 
permit callers to leave messages or ask ques-
tions (see the Telephone tool in the Toolkit). 

•	 Be prepared to expand the community involve-
ment and outreach program when local resi-
dents need to be temporarily evacuated or 
relocated to protect them from potential harm. 
(see the Residential Relocation tool in the 
Toolkit and Chapter 9, —Community Involve-
ment Activities During Residential Reloca-
tion,“ in this Handbook). 

•	 Determine community demographics and, if 
necessary, translate documents or radio public 
service announcements into appropriate 
languages (see the Translation Services tool 
in the Toolkit). 

•	 Develop a risk communication approach that 
meets the needs of the community (see the 
Risk Communication tool in the Toolkit and 

—Ask for help. If you sincerely seek informa-
tion or support from a community, you will 
almost always get something worthwhile.“ 
Donn Walters, CIC, Region 6 

Chapter 3, —Risk Communication,“ in this 
Handbook). Emergency responses require 
skilled risk communication and a willingness to 
work with frightened residents and the media. 

O{yyÇzuÅÜ,UzÉ{xÉqyqzÅ; 
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Since both time-critical and non-time-critical 
removals have longer planning periods than 
emergency response actions, more planning may 
be devoted to community involvement and out-
reach activities. Additional activities are required 
by the NCP, and supplemental activities may be 
needed to adequately address community concerns 
and needs. Although there are differences between 
community involvement and outreach approaches 
and activities for time-critical and non-time-critical 
removals, the differences are due primarily to 
regulatory requirements. Supplemental activities 
and the rationale for conducting these activities at 
each type of removal action are identical. The 
specific requirements for each type of removal 
action are listed in the chart on page 55. 

In time-critical and non-time-critical removal 
actions, EPA should perform outreach and other 
community involvement activities as early as 
possible. For example, the OSC, preferably with 
a CIC, could meet with local officials, media, and 
residents during the initial site assessment to 
explain EPA‘s removal program. Early involve-
ment builds trust with the community and pro-
vides an opportunity for EPA to explain the 
removal process. If the site is subject to a non-
time-critical removal or remedial action, a well-
informed community will be more supportive of 
EPA‘s role as longer-term work continues. 

The longer the removal action takes, the more 
important it is to communicate and involve the 
community. This communication can be done 
through many different activities. The important 
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thing is to match the method with the situation so 
that the purpose of the activity is met, whether it 
is conveying information about the incident, 
soliciting information about the site, or providing 
training/educational materials about the Super-
fund program and process. 

ùyq9O~uÅuomx,^qy{ÉmxÄ 

A removal is time-critical when EPA has deter-
mined that there is no immediate emergency and 
a removal must begin in less than six months to 
prevent the situation at the site from becoming an 
emergency. Although time-critical removals are 
almost as urgent as emergency responses, they 
provide more time for planning and conducting 
removal activities. The NCP requires specific 
community involvement activities during time-
critical removals. 

The NCP (at 40 CFR 300.415(n)(2) and (3)) 
divides time-critical removals into two sets of 
community involvement requirements (see the 
table on page 55). The first set of applies when 
less than six months exist before the removal 
must begin. When less than six months exist 
before removal initiation, the NCP lists commu-
nity involvement requirements that are similar to 
those implemented during emergency response. 

The second set applies when EPA determines that 
the time-critical removal action will extend 
beyond 120 days from the initiation of on-site 
response activities. Because there is more time, 
the NCP adds more community involvement 
requirements. The community involvement 
requirements and recommendations for both sets 
of time-critical removals are described below. 

Z{z9 ùyq9O~uÅuomx,^qy{ÉmxÄ 

A non-time-critical removal occurs when EPA 
determines that a removal action is appropriate 
and there is time for at least a six month planning 
period prior to when the removal must start. The 
Site Team must complete an Engineering Evalua-
tion and Cost Analysis (EE/CA) for non-time-
critical removals. The EE/CA is similar to a 

AC 

nation with local officials and citizens was 

and fact sheets to keep the community in-

At a site where an emergency response was 
underway, EPA discovered a corroded tank of 
anhydrous hydrofluoric acid (HF) releasing 
vapors. This discovery required evacuation 
of about 400 residents while the HF was 
transferred from the storage tank. The Site 
Team agreed that early and frequent coordi-

essential. Their proactive coordination efforts 
were richly rewarded: EPA gained added 
information about the plant from people who 
had worked there when it was active, and the 
local government coordinated much of the 
support for the HF transfer. 

A coordination and planning group that 
included staff from EPA, local government, 
the state and other federal agencies, met 
regularly to plan the evacuation. The OSC 
reported that the group coordinated much 
of the time-consuming logistical work re-
quired for the evacuation. 

The group did not rely on newspaper notices 

formed. Instead, local fire and police person-
nel went door-to-door in the evacuation area, 
handing out flyers, explaining the situation, 
reassuring residents, and delivering details 
about safety plans. Local ministers kept their 
congregations updated on the situation. 

EPA and state and local agencies conducted a 
public meeting two weeks before the evacua-
tion. Turnout was large, but residents were 
not anxious or upset. The meeting pro-
ceeded in an orderly, cooperative manner, 
and was broadcast by a local TV station. 
Although the evacuation itself was stress-
ful, it proceeded smoothly, with the com-
munity coming together in support of EPA. 
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that it is shorter and less formal. The EE/CA is an 
important milestone for community outreach 

nity involvement requirements hinge upon the 
timing of the EE/CA. The next section provides a 
complete description of these requirements. 

The initial communication/outreach activities 
conducted during time-critical and non-time-
critical removal actions vary according to the 

perform several activities for time-critical and 
non-time-critical removal actions. 

The NCP lists the following required activities 

sponses: 
• Designate an Agency spokesperson. In a 

the community of actions taken, respond to 
inquiries, and provide information concerning 
the release of hazardous substances. 

• Notify affected citizens. The spokesperson 
must notify promptly the citizens immediately 

• 

tion of the response action. For time-critical 

tive record must be available at both a central 
location and at or near the site (see the 

tool in the ). 

• Publish a notice of availability of the 

notify the public of the availability of the 
administrative record within 60 days of the 
initiation of on-site removal activity by 
publishing an announcement in a major local 
newspaper of general circulation (see the 

tool in the 

information repositories, which may house the 
administrative record, are created. 

• Hold a public comment period.

comment period of no less than 30 days from 
the time that the administrative record file is 
made available for public inspection. A 
comment period is appropriate if cleanup 

tive record is made available for public 
inspection and if the comments received from 

at the site (see the Public Comment Periods 
tool in the ). 

• 

significant comments and new data submitted 

siveness summary should be placed in the 
administrative record (see the Responsiveness 
Summaries tool in the ). 

The role of the Agency spokesperson can be 
filled by the lead OSC, a CIC, another OSC, or 

Spokesperson 
tool in the )
OSC about all news releases or statements made 
by participating agencies. 

^qy{ÉmxÄ,QÖÅqzpuzs,NqÜ{zp,=><,PmÜÄ 

The NCP requires more community involvement 
and outreach activities during time-critical 
removals that are expected to extend beyond 120 
days from the initiation of the removal. When the 

partnering with community leaders to 
engage the public.“ 
Noemi Emeric, CIC, Region 5 

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, except 

activities because several of the NCP‘s commu-

[ÇÅ~qmot,MoÅuÉuÅuqÄ,r{~, ùyq9O~uÅuomx,mzp 
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urgency of the response and the needs of the 
impacted community. The NCP requires EPA to 

for all time-critical and non-time-critical re-

timely manner, this representative must inform 

affected by the release, as well as state and 
local officials, and when appropriate, civil 
defense or emergency management agencies. 
Establish an administrative record. The Site 
Team must establish an administrative record 
containing documents that support the selec-

and non-time-critical removals, the administra-

Infor-
mation Repository Toolkit

administrative record. The Site Team must 

Public Notices Toolkit). The Site 
Team also must inform the public when 

 If appropri-
ate, the Site Team shall provide a public 

activity is ongoing at the time the administra-

the public are expected to affect future action 

Toolkit
Prepare a responsiveness summary. The Site 
Team must prepare a written response to 

during the public comment period. The respon-

Toolkit

any qualified field staff (see the 
Toolkit . Staff must coordinate with the 

MppuÅu{zmx,MoÅuÉuÅuqÄ,r{~, ùyq9O~uÅuomx 

Site Team becomes aware that the removal action 

—Tremendous gains can be achieved by 
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will extend beyond 120 days, the NCP requires 
the Site Team to perform the following activities. 
These activities must be completed within 120 
days of the initiation of the removal action: 
• 	 Conduct community interviews. The Site 

Team must conduct interviews with local 
officials, community residents, public interest 
groups, or other interested or affected parties 
to solicit their information needs and concerns, 
and determine how or when citizens would 
like to become involved in the Superfund 
process (see the Community Interviews tool 
in the Toolkit). 

• 	 Prepare a Community Involvement Plan. 
The Site Team must prepare a Community 
Involvement Plan (referred to as a —Commu-
nity Relations Plan“ in the NCP and previous 
guidance documents) based on the community 
interviews and other relevant information. The 
plan specifies the community involvement 
activities that the agency expects to undertake 
during the response (see the Community 
Involvement Plan tool in the Toolkit). 

• 	 Establish an information repository. The 
Site Team must establish at least one local 
information repository at or near the location 
of the response action. The information 
repository must contain the administrative 
record and other documents (see the Informa-
tion Repository tool in the Toolkit). The 
information repository is meant to provide the 
public easier access to site-related documents. 
All items in the repository must be made 
available for copying. 

• 	 Publish a notice of availability of the infor-
mation repository. The Site Team must 
inform the public of the information reposi-
tory. If the Site Team knows that site work will 
extend beyond 120 days, it can publish a single 
public notice to announce the availability of 
both the information repository and the 
administrative record. (see the Public Notices 
tool in the Toolkit). 

The most current version 
of this publication is 

available at 
www.epa.gov/superfund 
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For non-time-critical removal actions, the NCP 
requires activities similar to those required for 
time-critical removals extending beyond 120 
days, but they occur on a different schedule. The 
timing of community involvement and outreach 
events for non-time-critical removals depends 
upon the schedule for development and approval 
of the EE/CA. Activities must be performed prior 
to completion of the EE/CA, when it is approved, 
and after it is announced. 

By the time the EE/CA approval memorandum is 
signed, the Site Team must: 
• 	 Establish an information repository. Estab-

lish at least one local information repository at 
or near the site so the public will have easy 
access to site-related information and docu-
ments. The information repository must 
contain the administrative record and other 
appropriate items, and these items must be 
available for copying (see the Information 
Repository tool in the Toolkit). 

• 	 Publish a notice of availability of the infor-
mation repository and administrative 
record. The Site Team must notify the public 
of the availability of the administrative record 
and the information repository within 60 days 
of the initiation of on-site removal activity by 
publishing an announcement in a major local 
newspaper of general circulation (see the 
Public Notices tool in the Toolkit). 

Prior to completion of the EE/CA, the Site Team 
must: 
• 	 Conduct community interviews. The Site 

Team must conduct interviews with local 
officials, community residents, public interest 
groups, or other interested or affected parties 
to solicit their concerns, information needs, 
and elicit how or when citizens would like to 
be involved in the Superfund process (see the 
Community Interviews tool in the Toolkit). 

AE
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• 	 Prepare a Community Involvement Plan. involvement activities and relieve the OSC of 
The Site Team must prepare a formal Commu- the responsibility of dealing with the media. 
nity Involvement Plan based on the community • Preparing a communication strategy. For 
interviews and other relevant information. The time-critical removals extending beyond 120 
plan must specify the community involvement days and for non-time-critical removals, the 
activities that EPA expects to undertake during Community Involvement Plan serves as the
the response (see the Community Involve- communication strategy and plan for the
ment Plans tool in the Toolkit). response. For a shorter duration time-critical 

After completion of the EE/CA, the Site Team removal, the Site Team must develop an infor-
must: mal communications strategy to plan community 

• 	 Publish a notice of availability of the EE/ involvement and outreach activities. A communi-

CA. The Site Team must publish a public cation strategy can be as simple as a checklist. 

notice of the availability and a brief descrip- • Developing a checklist to track community 
tion of the EE/CA in a major local newspaper involvement activities and ensure activities are 
(see the Public Notices tool in the Toolkit). completed within the often chaotic schedule of a 

• 	 Hold a public comment period. After the removal action. The checklist typically consists 

completion of the EE/CA, the Site Team must of three components: 

provide a public comment period of no less 1. People to contact, including U.S. Senators 
than 30 days for the submission of written and and Representatives, mayors, newspapers, 
oral comments on the EE/CA. Upon timely TV and radio stations, concerned citizens, 
request (defined as those the Agency receives and impacted residents. 
approximately two weeks before the close of 2. Major site events and background infor-
the comment period), the Site Team should mation that, at a minimum, includes infor-
extend the public comment period by a mini- mation about the location of the release and 
mum of 15 days (see the Public Comment how it was identified, what caused the 
Periods tool in the Toolkit). release of hazardous substances, what 

• 	 Prepare a responsiveness summary. The Site hazardous substances are or are suspected to 
Team must prepare a written response to be present, the nature of the threat posed by 
significant written and oral public comments the release, what action is planned, and what 
submitted during the public comment period. actions already have been conducted. 
The responsiveness summary must be placed 3. Community involvement activities that 
in the information repository (see the Respon- EPA will conduct. These activities should 
siveness Summaries tool in the Toolkit). be related to various target audiences (e.g., 

^qo{yyqzpqp,[ÇÅ~qmot,MoÅuÉuÅuqÄ,r{~,Z{z9 public officials, the media, and community 

ùyq9O~uÅuomx,̂ qy{ÉmxÄ residents) at a removal scene. This list 
should correspond to the CIP for the site. 

While conducting time-critical and non-time-critical • Distributing regular Fact Sheets to let resi-
removals, the Site Team may determine that dents know about EPA‘s response activities. 
additional community involvement and outreach These fact sheets should be site specific and
activities should be performed to adequately meet brief, typically no more than two pages long. It
the needs of the community. The OSC or the Site is better to issue multiple fact sheets, each
Team should consider: 	 concerned with a single subject or message, 
• 	 Designating a communications leader, such than to issue a lengthy fact sheet with too 

as a CIC, to advise the OSC on community many messages or too much information. Brief 

B<
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fact sheets are read; longer ones usually are 
not (see the Facts Sheets tool in the ) . 

• Producing site-specific 
residents to see what is happening and 
progress made at the site. They give residents a 
clear picture of site activity in ways that 

duced by a contractor and distributed to local 
news or cable stations. They also should be 
placed in the information repository (see the 

tool in the ). 
• Publicizing and hosting Public Meetings to 

cerns, and to foster interaction between the 

the community when planning the meeting. If 
possible, let local residents plan the agenda 
and determine the time and location (see the 
Public Meetings tool in the ) . 

• Hosting 

cleanup activities with residents. Another 
option is to display posters that describe 

available to answer questions. Posters also can 
be displayed in public areas, such as libraries 
or grocery stores (see the 

tool in the . 
• Using Informal Activities

tured community visits to give people a chance 

tive method for distributing information 

wants to keep the community informed. One 
approach is to go to every home in a given area 
and talk with residents or distribute materials. 
Possible materials include fact sheets, updates, 
meeting notices, work schedules, and notices of 

road closings or changes in traffic patterns. 
Since placing materials in mail boxes is against 

tion (see the Informal Activities tool in the 
). 

• Making Presentations to brief local officials 
about the threat remaining at the site and the 

the tool in the ). 

nication messages. 

shops and poster sessions, made door-to-

facilitated a successful private buy-out deal 

Because of the attention and persistence, 

the Agency called the Community Involve-

praised the commitment and motivation of 

options to be funded by the PRPs. 

by both EP 

Toolkit
Videos. Videos allow 

written materials cannot. These can be pro-

Videos Toolkit

deliver information to a large group of people, 
to let community members voice their con-

Site Team and the community. Be aware, 
however, that public meetings can be the least 
effective way of soliciting or distributing 
information. To ensure a public meeting is 
useful to both EPA and the community, consult 

Toolkit
Public Availability/Poster Sessions 

where EPA staff or other experts can discuss 

cleanup activities and to have EPA staff 

Public Availability/ 
Poster Sessions Toolkit)

 such as unstruc-

to meet EPA staff and to discuss the site in a 
relaxed atmosphere. This can be a very effec-

quickly, and sends the message that EPA 

federal law, use door hangers to leave informa-

Toolkit

progress being made by EPA to address it (see 
Presentations Toolkit

At a removal site in California, EPA over-
came considerable community resistance 
caused by a history of problems with state 
regulators and earlier missteps caused by 
inadequate development of its risk commu-

The Site Team mounted a proactive, ener-
getic, and focused effort to reach out to the 
community, beginning with a strategy to 
engage the community. They offered work-

door visits, engaged in dialogue with focus 
groups, distributed easy to understand fact 
sheets, and established an Internet-based 
database of resources. Eventually, EPA 

between the site‘s PRPs and 65 residents. 

the Site Team‘s relationship with the com-
munity finally began to improve. The same 
community organizer who earlier criticized 

ment Coordinator —a genuine partner,“ and 

the Site Team. Eventually, the community 
accepted compromise solutions based on an 
increasing trust in EPA. A Community 
Advisory Panel, organized  A and 
the PRPs, is now focusing on land reuse 
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• Building an observation deck. Removals are 
especially conducive to the use of observation 
decks. These structures, built high and within 

observation deck also can be used for site tours 
(see the tool in the ). 

• Using press briefings, and news releases. Most 
local stations will broadcast public service 
announcements related to sites. Many radio or 
TV stations also have live call-in shows on 

describe cleanup plans and progress. When 

quently to ensure that important information is 
conveyed to the public (see the tool in 
the and Chapter 7, —Dealing with the 
Media,“ in this Handbook). 

• Producing and distributing Maps and Aerial 
Photographs. Use existing photographs or 
maps, or take photographs. Use a digital 
camera if possible because the pictures can be 
printed immediately if a color printer is 
available. Digital pictures are easy to include 
in press briefings and fact sheets. Maps and 
photographs can be distributed to the media 
and the public or included in site fact sheets or 
other educational materials (see the Maps and 
Aerial Photographs tool in the ). 

• Being prepared to expand the community 
involvement program if impacted residents and 

nently relocated. During relocations, the 
community involvement program needs to be 
expanded significantly to adequately inform 
and advise residents about relocation as well as 
to identify and address their unique needs and 

exclusion zones, enable people to get a 
clear view of activities as they occur. An 

On-Site Activities Toolkit

which the Site Team can appear. These outlets 
allow residents to speak with the Site Team 
and ask questions, and the Site Team can 

working with the media, the Site Team needs 
to develop messages and repeat them fre-

Media
Toolkit

Toolkit

businesses have to be temporarily or perma-

concerns (see the Residential Relocation 
tool in the Toolkit and Chapter 9, —Community 
Involvement Activities During Residential 
Relocation,“ in this Handbook). 

• 	 Establishing on-site information offices to 
collect and distribute information and interact 
with the public. These offices are a necessity 
at complex sites, especially those involving 
relocation of residents. 

• 	 Establishing a local or toll-free Telephone 
Hotline and publicizing its availability. The 
hotline can be staffed continually to respond 
immediately to questions, it can play taped 
announcements that provide updates on site 
activities, or it can permit callers to leave 
messages (see the Telephone tool in the 
Toolkit). 

• 	 Translating documents or providing transla-
tors, if a portion of the impacted residents are 
non-English speaking (see the Translation 
Services tool in the Toolkit for suggestions and 
approaches for obtaining translation services). 

• 	 Developing a risk communication approach 
that meets the needs of the community. Long-
term removals require skilled risk communica-
tion and a willingness to work with frightened 
residents (see the Risk Communication tool 
in the Toolkit and Chapter 3 in this Handbook. 

_Çyym~Ü

Removal actions can be frightening to communi-
ties because they happen quickly. The key is to 
remember that removal actions are faster and 
more fluid than remedial actions. They allow less 
time for planning and require the Site Team to be 
flexible and responsive. It is in EPA‘s best interest 
to involve citizens in every aspect of the action. 
Involving citizens early and sharing information 
can help ensure a safe and quick response action. 
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The media is the best means of reaching a large 
audience quickly. However, unless an advertise-
ment is being purchased, the media decides what 
they will cover and how. The Site Team can 
influence the media‘s decisions by fostering a 
relationship with them and by using and repeating 
carefully defined messages. 

—Be willing to shed your own preconcep-
tions and to listen to and learn from your 
critics. Share ownership, responsibility, 
work, and credit.“ 
Fred MacMillan, RPM, Region 3 

The Site Team usually work with the media under 
two circumstances: 
1) When EPA wants to use the media: EPA has 

something it wants the media to disseminate to 
the public; and 

2) When the media wants to use EPA: someone is 
covering a story that directly or indirectly 
relates to the site. 

In reality, news issued by the Site Team is a 
publicity release rather than —news,“ per se. 
Although the Site Team may believe an an-
nouncement is news, the media often defines 
news as something that is different, unexpected, 
or controversial. Information about a local 
Superfund site can be newsworthy, but it must be 
immediate in nature to be considered news. 
Information generally is not considered news if it 
happened days ago, or will happen in the future. 

Most citizens consider developments related to 
local Superfund sites to be news and look for this 
information in local media outlets. It is appropri-
ate to use the media to publicize a site-related 
decision, an upcoming meeting, changes in 
schedule, or changes in activities or expectations. 
However, the decision about what is —news“ rests 
with the editor, so unless information is placed in 
a paid advertisement, little control can be exerted 

of this publication is 
available at 

www.epa.gov/superfund 

over what reporters or editors do with a news 
release. 

For this reason, the Site Team should deliver the 
message to affected residents and local officials 
first. Deliver the message directly to them, and 
then use the media to reinforce it and distribute it 
further. Remember that people would rather learn 
about important issues that affect them from 
someone directly rather than by reading about it 
in the newspaper. However, in an emergency, it is 
imperative to reach the media first to alert the 
public of any dangers. 

Work on presenting a well-defined message and 
building a good relationship with the reporters 
and editors. A positive relationship will improve 
the odds that the media will pick up and use your 
message with as little alteration as possible. To 
do this effectively, learn how each medium 
gathers and presents news and understand the 
different needs of radio, television, and print 
media. News releases should be tailored to each 
medium (see the Media tool and its attachments, 
especially Attachment 1: —Guidelines for Work-
ing with the Media,“ in the Toolkit). 

The Site Team should always be aware of media 
deadlines, especially it is a resource for a story. If 
a deadline is not met, another source will be used, 
and the missed deadline will be remembered. 

B? 

nator crafted a final message-specific 

convey was that the successful site cleanup 

cal advancement developed at the site that 
cut cleanup time by 50%. By crafting a 
well-defined and newsworthy angle, (the 

At a Superfund site where the cleanup was 
completed, enabling site deletion from the 
NPL, the Community Involvement Coordi-

strategy. The key message she wanted to 

resulted from two factors: community 
partnerships and an important technologi-

technological breakthrough), her message 
received Regional front-page coverage. 
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It is best to use a combination of the following 
two approaches to media coverage: 
• Paid media. Media space or time is purchased 

from a media outlet. This media is advertising, 
and it is the only way to guarantee total control 
of the message. 

• Unpaid media. The media chooses to cover 

control over how the story is reported, but, in 
return, the Agency can benefit from the 
increased credibility of the story stemming 

cated by anticipating the hard questions, 
repeating the carefully designed messages, and 

Nq,M,^qÄ{Ç~oq 
Becoming a resourse is the first step in building 

source of information, whether the news is good 

creases the likelihood that the media will work 

Do not fear working with the media, which is 
rarely out to —get“ anyone. Good reporters are 
unbiased and do not give preferential treatment. 

NÇuxp,Åtq,^qxmÅu{zÄtu| 
Building a good working relationship with the 
media is as important as getting the facts to the 
media. Becoming a reliable source of credible 

tions for building a relationship with the media: 
• 

www.epa.gov/superfund 

site news as a story. The Agency has less 

from the independence of the reporter. The 
Agency can improve the chances that a mes-
sage in such a story will be clearly communi-

earning the media‘s trust as a resource. 

good media relations. To be an effective resource, 
the Site Team must be an accessible and credible 

or bad. Working as an effective resource in-

cooperatively with the Site Team when needed. 

Remember that the media‘s job is to smell out a 
good story. Never evade and never lie, because 
the lie will become the story. Likewise, remember 
that good reporters are never —off duty.“ Thus, 
avoid making glib or —off the record“ comments. 

information is key. Here are some other sugges-

Stop by reporters‘ offices whenever possible, 

bring them up to date, and ask if they need 
anything. 

• 	 While visiting the reporter, occasionally visit 
the editor (print), assignment editor (TV), or 
news director (radio) for the same purpose. 

• 	 Invite reporters to the site and give them a tour. 
• 	 Whenever something interesting is occurring, 

invite the media to cover it. 
• 	 If a reporter calls you on a slow news day to 

solicit some —news,“ seize the opportunity and 
do your best to find something. 

• 	 If a story is inaccurate, call the reporter and 
explain what‘s wrong, but never complain. 

• 	 Learn and remember the different styles and 
needs of each media outlet with which you 
work, and attend to them as much as possible. 

• 	 Have current information packets available for 
new reporters assigned to the Superfund site. 

• 	 Be patient with reporters. They cover many 
stories and may need to be reminded about the 
site, even though you recently visited or talked 
with them. 

aÄq,Åtq,Yqpum,`{{xÄ

The news release and the media log are important 
tools for working with the media. Both are 
discussed in the Media tool in the Toolkit. The 
Media tool also has the following nine attach-
ments: Guidelines for Working with the Media; 
How to Choose a Medium; Guidelines for 
Picking a Media Event; How to Reach the Media; 
How to Prepare a News Release; Sample News 
Release; Other Media Tools; Media Log; and 
Message Template. 

c{~wuzs,ÑuÅt,Åtq,Yqpum,uz 
Qyq~sqzoÜ,_uÅÇmÅu{zÄ 
In emergency situations, it is often more effective 
to deal with the media first rather than directly 
with affected residents, since broadcast media can 
provide a —real time“ means of reaching the most 
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people in an emergency. Plus, hazardous material 
emergencies tend to be news, and the media will 
almost certainly cover the story. 

Depending on the situation, it may be necessary 
to have officials, possibly local authorities, go 
door-to-door to alert people of the incident and 
actions to take. Public meetings, availabilities, 
and site tours are not typically appropriate until 
the site has emerged from emergency status. Until 
that time, the attention of the responding team 
must be focused on stabilizing the emergency. 

Yqpum,O{zÅmoÅ 

One of the key goals is to make the response 
team‘s job easier by assigning a member of the 
Site Team, such as an On-Scene Coordinator 
(OSC) or Community Involvement Coordinator 
(CIC), to handle the media and the nontechnical 
aspects of the response. The best way to view this 
goal is by thinking in terms of information. The 
more information the media contact provides to 
the media and the public, the less the Site Team 
members will be distracted by information 
seekers. Make it known that this person is the 
first point of contact for anyone wanting or 
needing information. 

QÄÅmnxuÄt,N{Çzpm~uqÄ,mzp,_Å~ÇoÅÇ~q 

If possible, establish a media perimeter. Depend-
ing on the situation, this perimeter may be out of 
the Agency‘s hands. When establishing bound-
aries, remember the media‘s need for —visuals.“ 
Placing them too far away will frustrate the 
media. Do what is possible within the parameters 
of safety and good sense to accommodate them. 

Establish a place for media briefings based on 
factors such as the perimeter of the site, the 
terrain, the number of media present, and the type 
of media present (TV, radio, or print). Each type 
of media has different needs. The place selected 
may range from a nearby hotel conference room 
to a spot in front of a fence or in a field. Consider 
the backdrop for the visuals. 

BA 

Identify and work with other on-scene media 

in mind that other interested parties, including 
PRPs, will have public relations workers on the 
ground and in contact with the media. Use the 
Joint Information Center (JIC) approach when-
ever possible (see Chapter 6). 

to schedule this time within the first half-hour of 

person should inform the media and the Site 

will give a statement at the first media briefing. 

is needed to prepare key messages and set the 
guidelines for the scene, including a schedule for 
daily media briefings and other interviews with 

media pool to limit access to the site. A pool 

agree to share their material with the other 
interested media outlets. Members of a pool 

`tq,ZqÑÄ,OÜoxq 

News has a life cycle. The initial cycle begins 
when the media first learn of the situation and 
decides to cover it and lasts until the next dead-
line. Each subsequent cycle is about 24 hours. 

media is making this less predictable. The first 
news cycle is the critical one because this is when 

Agency as competent and caring, and designate 

contact. 

Be aware of subsequent news cycles. After the 

cycles provide opportunities to keep the media 
informed and to provide updates. Continue to 

relations specialists as needed. In particular, bear 

Identify the time for the first media briefing. Try 

the spokesperson‘s arrival on scene. The spokes-

Team about when and where the first briefing 
will be held. Decide who among the Site Team 

Find a place to prepare for media briefings. Time 

the Site Team members. Consider forming a 

consists of one TV crew, a radio reporter, and a 
print reporter and photographer, all of whom 

should be chosen by their colleagues, not by EPA. 

However, new technology used by the electronic 

EPA must deliver its message, establish the 

the Site Team spokesperson as the point of 

first day, unless things continue to happen, the 
event becomes less newsworthy. Subsequent 
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ate. As long as pertinent information is presented, 
the media will keep coming. If briefings are held 

ing. Always answer questions that were left 
unanswered in the previous briefing. 

X{omx,Yqpum,Éq~ÄÇÄ,ZmÅu{zmx,Yqpum 

Do not succumb to the perceived importance of 
the national media at the expense of the local 
media. Local media should have priority in most 
cases. The national media eventually will leave, 
but the local media will remain interested long 
after the site has been stabilized. For formal 
briefings in a room, set aside the front row of 

sions, make it a point to pick a local person for 
the first question and, if possible, the last. 

Select visual aids to be shown to the media. If 
none are available, determine when some may 
become available. Get a map and distribute it to 
the media as soon as possible (include in the map 
the location of the media area and the location of 

tional visual aid in each of the first few briefings. 

able levels, a fact sheet on the contaminant with a 

taminant, or anything else that is appropriate. 

œZ{,O{yyqzÅ8–,œ[rr,Åtq,^qo{~p8–,mzp,œZ{Å 
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Never lie or evade. Never say —no comment“ 
without explaining the policy behind why you 
cannot comment (e.g.

record“ comments. Determine whether you need 

or can deal directly with the media (see the 
tool in the ). 

www.epa.gov/superfund 

hold briefings as long as necessary and appropri-

just to hold briefings, the media will stop attend-

seats for the local media. During question ses-

`tuzw,buÄÇmxÄ 

future media briefings). Try to have one addi-

Visual aids can be an updated map, a tour of a 
small part of the affected area, a graph of accept-

picture, a clear jar filled with some of the con-

, —It is EPA policy to not 
speculate on such matters“). Do not make —off the 

to coordinate with a public affairs or press office 

Media Toolkit

Ox{ÄÇ~q;O~uÅu}Çq 

Do not leave the media —in the lurch.“ Space 
briefings out when new information is slow. The 
media will sense this winding down as closure. 
The Site Team should continue to help the media 
meet their deadlines and ensure they know the 
spokesperson can be reached. The media should 
know that one or more members of the Site Team 
is available for other issues and can become a 
valuable resource for them. 

Keep media contacts on the mailing list as the 
cleanup continues. Most of the media will 
continue to update the story, but may not have a 
crew on site. Be honest with them about time 
frames regarding new information. 

Before they leave, ask for feedback on what went 
well and what could be improved. Most journal-
ists will offer feedback. If they are unable to do 
so because of a deadline, ask if you can call them 
at a more convenient time. After the media have 
departed, the Site Team should review notes and 
do a self-critique. What went well? Was it 
planned or did it just happen that way? What 
could have been done to make it better? 

_Çyym~Ü

The media can be a strong asset for Superfund 
outreach efforts, but do not assume the media can 
be controlled or used at will. Appoint a media 
contact to be a ready, accessible, and credible 
source of information. Understand that news is 
what the editor says it is. The Site Team can 
influence the media‘s decisions about what is 
news by fostering its relationship with the media, 
by using carefully defined messages, and by 
repeating those messages frequently. Pay atten-
tion to media deadlines. Unless there is an 
emergency situation, go to your primary audience 
before you go to the media. 
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This chapter describes community involvement at 
Superfund sites that are owned or operated by the 
federal government. While the basic steps in the 
Superfund process are the same for federal 
facilities as for other sites, there are important 

for the cleanup of a facility and special concerns 

ment strategies at federal facilities. Roles for the 

oversight of the process, to advising the federal 

day community involvement activities. This 
chapter also describes Superfund community 

federal facilities–and discusses the roles of 

number of ways. The regulatory enforcement tools 

at all Superfund sites, there are three categories of 
stakeholders with an interest in the outcome at 

regulated party as parts of the same government 

tions of the public. It may not seem this way to 

ment, but as far as the public is concerned, the 
federal government is a single entity that —speaks 
with a single voice,“ as reflected in the conduct 
and outcome of a federal action. 

Given this perceived conflict of interest, the 
federal government should avoid adopting the 

proach in its interactions with the public for 
federal facility cleanups. The most important 
thing to remember is that regardless of the roles, 
perspectives, and outlooks of the various federal 
agencies involved in the cleanup of the site, the 
public generally sees the federal government as a 
monolith that should be taking care of a problem 
that it never should have created in the first place. 

According to government estimates, federal 
facilities account for approximately half of the 
liability for Superfund cleanups across the U.S., 

with the widest varieties of contamination. These 
sites pose the greatest cleanup challenges. Long-
term cleanup time and cost estimates for federal 
facilities range up to 75 years and $400 billion. 

UzÅq~msqzoÜ,Ms~qqyqzÅÄ 

extend to federal facilities. The consequence of 

ship circumstances described above, is that the 
federal government must enforce CERCLA as 
much against itself as against any other group of 

ment can not sue itself. Conflicts between a 

regulated federal agency (such as DoD and DOE) 
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right thing to do and will usually lead to 
better decisions.“ 
David Page, RPM, Department of Energy 

www.epa.gov/superfund 

differences in the way community involvement is 
conducted at these sites and the role of EPA‘s Site 
Team. This chapter highlights the relationship 
between EPA and the federal agency responsible 

that should be addressed in community involve-

Site Team members at these sites may range from 

site owner, to cooperative management of day-to-

involvement policies and practices of the Depart-
ment of Energy (DOE) and Department of 
Defense (DoD)–the two largest owners of 

DOE‘s Site-Specific Advisory Boards (SSABs) 
and DoD‘s Restoration Advisory Board (RABs). 

The roles and responsibilities for the Site Team 
involved in Superfund cleanups at federal facilities 
differ from those at non-federal sites in a 

available to EPA, the community involvement 
policies of the federal Potentially Responsible 
Party (PRP), and public perceptions all may vary 
somewhat from non-federal facility cleanups. As 

federal facility sites: the regulators (EPA and state 
agencies), the regulated (federal site owners), and 
the public. The key difference at federal facilities 
is the relationship between the regulator and 

and the effect of this relationship on the percep-

personnel within a particular agency or depart-

—DAD“ (Decide, Announce, and Defend) ap-

including the largest single sites and the sites 

EPA‘s CERCLA enforcement responsibilities 

this authority, coupled with the liability owner-

responsible parties. Normally, the federal govern-

federal regulatory agency (such as EPA) and a 

may occur, but, within Superfund, these conflicts 
are not resolved as at other NPL sites, where EPA 

UZb[XbQYQZ`,M`,RQPQ^MX 
RMOUXU`UQ_ 

—Getting the public more involved is the 
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is able to compel PRP activities through consent 
decrees, administrative orders, and cost recovery 

tors and responsible parties to agree on and carry 

cleanup of a federal facility is embodied in the 
interagency agreement (IAG). IAGs cover the 
post-RI/FS steps in the remedial process for the 

mentation, operation, and maintenance. The IAG 
also should cover community involvement 

framework for community involvement. 

those at other remedial sites, the steps in the 
Superfund process and the basic tenets and 
requirements of CERCLA, including community 
involvement requirements, apply equally at 
federal facilities. Equal application means that 
any and all public notice, comment, and meeting 
requirements, administrative record requirements, 
and other community involvement requirements 

the community involvement strategies discussed 
in Chapter 5 should form the basis for a sound 
Community Involvement Plan at federal facilities. 
Bear in mind, the only thing that distinguishes 
federal facilities from other NPL sites is the 

federal site owner; the same rules apply to all 

community involvement. 

O{{|q~mÅu{z,mzp 
O{yyÇzuomÅu{z 
The keys to successful community involvement at 

and the responsible federal agency and prompt, 

www.epa.gov/superfund 

actions. Rather, Superfund cleanups at federal 
facilities depend on the ability of federal regula-

out a remedy. The negotiated agreement reached 
by EPA and the federal party responsible for the 

site, including remedy selection, design, imple-

requirements for the facility, including the 

While the regulatory framework and implementa-
tion tools for federal facility cleanups differ from 

must be followed at federal facilities. Similarly, 

relationship of EPA as regulator to the regulated 

sites, as do the same strategies for effective 

federal facilities are cooperation between EPA 

effective communication between these agencies 
and the local community. Cooperation between 

federal agencies and communication with the 
public are especially important given the conflict 
of interest and accountability issues that appear 
whenever the federal government enforces a law 
against itself. The public will not be interested in 
the particulars of any conflicts between EPA and 
the federal site owner, and may cast a suspicious 
eye on any delays in the cleanup process caused 
by such conflicts as part of a pattern of the 
government —going easy“ on itself. 

With regard to effective communication, a 1993 
report by the Federal Facility Environmental 
Restoration Dialogue Committee (FFERDC) 
identified three weaknesses in the ways that 
federal agencies disseminate information on 
federal facilities cleanups: 
• 	 Stakeholder opinions are often solicited late in 

the process after site investigations are com-
pleted; 

• 	 The extent and effectiveness of information 
dissemination and exchange are inconsistent 
among agencies; and 

• 	 Stakeholders perceive that their requests for 
information are treated by federal agencies as 
burdensome rather than as a right of citizen-
ship. 

In response, FFERDC recommended three 
principles to guide information dissemination 
during federal facilities cleanups: 
• 	 Federal agencies have an obligation to ensure 

that information is provided to interested 
parties within regulatory and resource con-
straints; 

• 	 Information dissemination and exchange 
processes should ensure the timely release of 
information to public stakeholders and provide 
the basis for informed involvement in decision 
making; and 

• 	 Information dissemination and exchange 
processes must be consistent with the Freedom 
of Information Act. 
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At most federal facility sites, the role of EPA‘s 
Site Team is best described as an advisor to the 
federal agency leading the cleanup. The basic 
strategies for effective community involvement 
(early involvement, a meaningful role for local 
stakeholders in decision making, attention to the 
special needs of the community) are the same at 
federal facilities as they are at other sites. The 
difference is that the Site Team, as an advisor to 
the process, is one step removed from ensuring 
that effective strategies are implemented, increas-
ing the need for prompt and effective communi-
cation and coordination with the federal PRP in 
the development of the Community Involvement 
Plan for the site. The Site Team should do more 
than simply make themselves available to the 
federal PRP as needed. EPA is the expert among 
federal agencies on Superfund community 
involvement and should do all it can to guide 
community involvement at federal facilities to 
ensure success, even if it is not the lead agency at 
the site. 

Rqpq~mx,RmouxuÅÜ,MpÉuÄ{~Ü 
N{m~pÄ 
In its interim and final reports, the FFERDC 
recommended that responsible federal agencies 
establish advisory boards at federal facilities to 

provide stakeholders with a formal mechanism 
for sharing information and participating in 
decisions that affect the health and environment 
of their communities. In response, DOE estab-
lished SSABs, while DoD formed RABs. These 
advisory boards are established either upon the 
initiative of the federal agency or in response to 
stakeholder interest. As of June 1998, more than 
200 SSABs and RABs have been established. 
These boards serve as valuable conduits between 
the federal government and the public by provid-
ing opportunities for regular contact between the 
agencies and public stakeholders. Through these 
boards, the parties are able to discuss their 
concerns and better understand the competing 
needs and requirements of the government and 
local citizens. The boards augment citizen 
evaluations of site plans for technical adequacy. 
The boards also broaden the scope of decision 
making to account for local stakeholder issues in 
addition to consideration of technical data 
required under CERCLA‘s public comment rules. 

SSABs and RABs are intended to complement 
and facilitate existing community involvement 
activities rather than supplant broader community 
involvement, since not everyone with an interest 
in the facility may have the time, ability, or 
inclination to serve on a board. EPA Site Teams 
and their federal agency counterparts should 
ensure that all stakeholder concerns have an 
opportunity to be heard and that these advisory 
boards do not become the only means of commu-
nity involvement at federal facilities. 

BE
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This chapter describes community involvement at 
Superfund sites where temporary or permanent 
relocation of residents on or near the site is part 
of the remedy. While the basic guidelines for 
effective community involvement are the same 
for relocation sites as for other sites, there are 
special challenges facing the Site Team in these 
communities. In general, community involvement 
and other staff should be prepared to go the extra 
mile in these communities, where residents must 
deal with both threats of real and perceived 
contamination prior to the relocation, and the 
prospect and reality of being moved out of their 
homes and communities. 

Close management of the situation and constant 
communication among all stakeholders in the 
relocation process are the keys to effective 
community involvement at these sites, and these 
requirements will be invoked repeatedly in this 
chapter. This chapter also explains EPA‘s interim 
policy on Superfund-related relocations, the 
Uniform Relocation Act, administered by the U.S. 
Department of Transportation, and the use of 
Technical Assistance Grants (TAGs) and Commu-
nity Advisory Groups (CAGs) at relocation sites. 

The roles and responsibilities for the Site Team at 
relocation sites can be seen as —Community 
Involvement Plus.“ Everything in the previous 
chapters in this Handbook applies to relocation 
sites before consideration of the special needs of 
communities that will be relocated as part of a 
remedy. Relocation settlements can take years to 
negotiate and complete. In the meantime, resi-
dents are living on or near contaminated sites. 
These residents share the same concerns regard-
ing the threat of contamination posed by the site, 
and the plans for dealing with those threats, as 
residents at other Superfund sites. Added to these 

concerns is the relocation itself and the special 
concerns it raises, such as a fair appraisal, 
adequate compensation, and the stress of finding 
a new home. These difficulties can be compli-
cated by the hard feelings that can arise at the 
perceived injustice of the situation, by the lack of 
trust of the government, and by other apprehen-
sions that arise from being uprooted. The Site 
Team must have a thorough understanding of the 
relocation process and sensitivity to the needs of 
the residents. This understanding will help 
residents get through this very difficult transition. 

—Community involvement [at relocation 
sites] is most effective when it commences 
as soon as the first article appears in the 
local newspaper.“ 
Anna Gabalski, NY State Dept. of Health 

C= 

Given the added stress placed on residents who 
will be relocated, trust-building is of paramount 

As always, building trust depends on open, 
honest communication and attention to the 

ment not only is already suspect but will be a 
party negotiating property settlements and 
compensation. The situation is best served when 

management strategies and practices described in 
this Handbook and the to their fullest 
extent (see the Residential Relocation tool in 
ther ). 

azur{~y,^qx{omÅu{z,MoÅ 
Permanent relocation is considered a remedial 

Interim 
Policy on the Use of Permanent Relocations as 
Part of Superfund Remedial Actions (OSWER 
Directive 9355.0-71P) on June 30, 1999. The 

importance for the Site Team at relocation sites. 

concerns of residents. This is paticularly impor-
tant in relocation communities, where the govern-

the Site Team employs all of the communication 

Toolkit

Toolkit
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action under the NCP. EPA issued its 

policy provides direction to EPA Regional 
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decision makers on when to consider permanent 
relocation as part of a Superfund remedial action, 
and stresses four major points surrounding the 
consideration of relocation: 
• 	 EPA‘s preference is to address the risks posed 

by contamination by using well designed 
cleanup methods that allow people to remain 
safely in their homes and communities; 

• 	 EPA may consider a permanent relocation 
alternative as part of the feasibility study if 
certain site conditions (found in the policy) are 
encountered; 

• 	 EPA should involve the community early in 
the process and keep residents informed of 
activities at the site; 

• 	 EPA cannot conduct a permanent relocation of 
tribal members without tribal government 
approval. 

Permanent relocations are selected as part of the 
overall remedy for a site as embodied in a Record 
of Decision (ROD). The decision-making criteria 
that apply to other parts of a remedy, including 
application of the nine criteria found in the NCP, 
also apply to the decision to relocate residents 
permanently. 

The interim policy specifically discusses the 
importance of community involvement in the 
relocation process, and covers the role of TAGs 
and CAGs at relocation sites. The interim policy 
states: —Community involvement activities at a 
particular site should be tailored to meet the 
various needs and concerns of individual citizens 
within the affected community. EPA should also 
explore opportunities to partner with other 
federal, state, and local agencies, non-govern-
mental organizations, and non-profit organiza-
tions to help identify other potential assistance 
that may be available to the relocated residents or 
to those in the community left behind.“ 

The interim policy restates the applicability of the 
Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisi-
tion Policies Act (URA) to the implementation of 
the decision to relocate residents. The URA 

includes requirements and procedures to be 
followed by the federal government when acquir-
ing properties and compensating displaced 
residents and sets standards for the habitability of 
new housing for displaced residents. The URA 
requires the federal government to provide 
relocation services to reduce the burden on 
relocated residents, which is the responsibility of 
the Site Team at Superfund relocation sites. The 
Site Team should be familiar with the URA and 
the applicable property acquisition regulations 
and be ready to explain the formalities of the 
process to residents and extend the services 
required under the URA. 

_|qoumx,O{yyÇzuÅÜ,ZqqpÄ,mÅ 
^qx{omÅu{z,_uÅqÄ 
The keys to successful community involvement at 
relocation sites are close management of the 
situation and prompt, effective communication 
among EPA, community residents, and others. As 
mentioned above, community involvement can 
not begin early enough at relocation sites. In 
addition, nothing may contribute more to the 
quality of the community involvement services 
rendered than the regular presence in the commu-
nity of experienced and highly qualified commu-
nity involvement professionals who are available 
to assist community members in making the 
transition to a new community. The Site Team 
should consider establishing a community 
resource center with a full-time staff dedicated to 
providing assistance to residents facing relocation 
and providing the close management of the 
process needed to reach a successful conclusion. 

Building trust in the community is critical. For 
the Site Team, this is an everyday part of their 
job, and there is no substitute for open, effective 
communication and dealing fairly and respon-
sively with the community. This need for open-
ness is especially high in communities where the 
government has not only delivered the news of 
potential contamination risks, but also is dealing 

C>
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directly with individuals in the property acquisi-
tion process. Similar to the special challenges at 
federal facilities, the government must make an 
extra effort to build trust at relocation sites. 

The Site Team should take a customer service 
approach in implementing its community involve-
ment plan at relocation sites. Though the reloca-
tion process involves a transaction, as properties 
are acquired and owners are compensated, the 
activities of the Site Team should never be 
perceived as transaction-oriented. Rather, it 
should be clear to all members of the community 
that community involvement personnel are there 
to help them get through the process and safely 
into a new home. Relocation is usually a very 
stressful event for residents, and the strain felt by 
people can often spill over into their dealings 
with others, including EPA staff. 

—EPA must have experienced people on the 
ground in relocation communities to 
provide direct services and deal with 
problems before they get a chance to 
snowball.“ 
Pat Seppi, CIC, EPA Region 2 

The Site Team should be prepared to provide 
technical and legal assistance related to the 
appraisal, negotiation, settlement, and property 
transfer process, as well as assistance in obtain-
ing new housing, with an emphasis on encourag-
ing home ownership. This assistance will require 
knowledge of the URA and other relocation 
programs, knowledge of the technical require-
ments of appraisals, and familiarity with working 
with real estate agents and lenders and the tax 
consequences of property acquisition. All of 
these are in addition to the regular needs of a 
community located near a Superfund site. In 
other words, take everything in Chapters 2 

C? 

through 8 of this Handbook and add to it the 
special needs of residents being relocated. 

At all times and in all technical and community 

to provide one-on-one services. Unlike many 
other communities, residents subject to relocation 
will require individual attention, as each has an 
individual relationship with the government 
under the circumstances. In addition, the added 
pressures felt by families subject to relocation 
should be remembered at all times. 

^qx{omÅu{z,_uÅqÄ 
The interim relocation policy encourages the use 

funds can provide independent assistance to 

application process. 

The interim policy also encourages the use of 

nity in the relocation process by providing a 
public forum for stakeholders to present and 
discuss needs and concerns related to the site and 

CAGs can be very valuable mechanisms for 
facilitating open, active participation by stake-

A CAG that is perceived as —stacked“ against any 
community stakeholder interest ultimately may 
do more harm than good. Whenever possible, the 

in establishing a CAG or other forum. 

assistance areas, the Site Team must be prepared 

`MSÄ,mzp,OMSÄ,mÅ 

of TAGs for the hiring of relocation experts by 
communities. Relocation experts hired with TAG 

communities. The Site Team should ensure that 
the community is aware of the TAG program and 
given whatever assistance is needed in the TAG 

CAGs or similar bodies that engage the commu-

the relocation process in a meaningful way. 

holders in the relocation process. The Site Team 
should ensure that the CAG is truly representa-
tive of the variety of interests in the community. 

Site Team should work with community leaders 
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Community involvement requirements are 
presented below in a table that lists the require

provided for each of the site activities. For a 
graphical presentation of the requirements, refer 
to the maps, “Community Involvement Activities 
Throughout the Superfund Removal Process” and 
“Community Involvement Throughout the 
Superfund Remedial Process,” found in the 
preface of this Handbook. These maps combine 
the list of required activities described below 
with a list of recommended activities to involve 

Agency meets all of the legal and policy require
ments relative to community involvement and for 
ensuring that the community has been given an 
opportunity to participate in the process. This 
table lists and describes the minimum commu

conduct at a Superfund site. Simply fulfilling 
these requirements will not necessarily result in 

foundation for more comprehensive activities at 
sites. 

Appendix A 
SUPERFUND COMMUNITY 

Adapt your 

Mike Holmes, RPM, Region 8 

Site Activity 

Removal Actions 

In the case of all CERCLA removal 
actions taken pursuant to 300.415 or 
CERCLA enforcement actions to compel 
removal response, a spokesperson shall be 

300.415(n)(1) 
spokesperson shall inform the community 
of actions taken, respond to inquiries, and 
provide information concerning news 
releases. All news releases or statements 
made by participating agencies shall be 

local officials and, when appropriate, civil 
defense or emergency management agencies. 

Administrative Record The lead agency must establish an admin-
istrative record and make the administra-
tive record available to the public at a 
central location at or near the site. 

www.epa.gov/superfund 

ments by site activity. The legislative citation is 

the community effectively. 

The Site Team is responsible for ensuring that the 

nity involvement requirements that EPA must 

effective community involvement at a site. 
Rather, these requirements are intended to be the 

INVOLVEMENT REQUIREMENTS 

“Don’t be afraid to go beyond the traditional community relations approach.  
style and activities to the community.” 

Minimum Requirement(s) Source(s) 

Agency Spokesperson The National Oil and 
Hazardous Substance 
Pollution Contingency 
Plan (NCP) 40 C.F.R. 

designated by the lead agency. The 

coordinated with the project manager. The 
spokesperson shall notify, at a minimum, 
immediately affected people, State and 

CERCLA 113(k); NCP 40 
C.F.R. 300.820 
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Site Activity Minimum Requirement(s) Source(s)


Removal Actions (continued)


For Removal Actions With A Planning Period of Less Than Six Months


Notice and Availability 
of Administrative 
Record 

Within 60 days of the start of on-site 
removal activity, the lead agency must 
make the administrative record available 
to the public and issue a notice of avail
ability in a major local newspaper. 

NCP 40 C.F.R. 
300.415(n)(2)(i) and 
300.820(b)(1) 

Public Comment Period The lead agency must provide a public 
comment period, if appropriate, of not 
less than 30 days from the time the 
administrative record is made available. 

NCP 40 C.F.R. 
300.415(n)(2)(ii) 
300.820(b)(2) 

Response to Significant 
Comments 

The lead agency must prepare a written 
response to significant comments. 

NCP 40 C.F.R. 
300.415(n)(2)(iii) 

For Removal Actions Expected to Extend Beyond 120 Days 

Community Interviews By the end of the 120-day period, the 
lead agency must conduct interviews with 
local officials, public interest groups, or 
other interested parties to determine their 
concerns and information needs, and to 

NCP 40 C.F.R. 
300.415(n)(3)(ii) 

learn how citizens would like to be 
involved in the Superfund process. 

Community 
Involvement Plan (CIP) 

The lead agency must prepare a formal 
CIP, based on community interviews and 
other relevant information, specifying the 
community involvement activities the 
lead agency expects to undertake during 
the response period. The lead agency 
must complete this CIP within 120 days 
of the start of on-site removal activity. 

NCP 40 C.F.R. 
300.415(n)(3)(iii) 

Information Repository 
Establishment and 
Notification/Notice of 
Availability of 
Administrative Record 

Within 120 days of the start of on-site 
removal activity, the lead agency must 
establish at least one information reposi
tory at or near the location of the removal 
action that contains items available for 

NCP 40 C.F.R. 
300.415(n)(3)(iii) 

public inspection and copying. The lead 
agency must inform the public of the 
establishment of the information reposi
tory and provide notice of the administra
tive record in this repository. 
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Community Interviews 
and Community 
Involvement Plan (CIP) 

Information Repository/ 
Administrative Record 
Establishment and 
Notification 

Notice of Availability/ 
Description of the 
EE/CA 

Public Comment Period 

Responsiveness 
Summary 

Site Activity Minimum Requirement(s)


Removal Actions (continued)


For Removal Actions With a Planning Period Of At Least Six Months


The lead agency shall at a minimum 
comply with the requirements set forth in 
paragraphs (n)(3)(i), (ii), and (iii) of this 
section prior to completion of the 
Engineering Evaluation and Cost Analysis 
(EE/CA), or its equivalent, except that the 
information repository and the administrative 
record file will be established no later than 
when the EE/CA approval memorandum is 
signed. (Essentially, EPA must conduct 
community interviews and prepare a CIP 
prior to the completion of the EE/CA.) 

The lead agency must establish the 
information repository and make the 
administrative record available no later 
than the signing of the EE/CA approval 
memorandum. 

The Agency must publish a notice of 
availability and a brief description of the 
EE/CA in a major local newspaper of 
general circulation. 

Upon completion of the EE/CA, the lead 
agency must provide at least 30 days for 
the submission of written and oral com
ments. The lead agency must extend this 
comment period by at least 15 days upon 
timely request. 

The Agency must prepare a written re
sponse to significant comments and make 
this responsiveness summary available to 
the public in the information repository. 

Source(s) 

NCP 40 C.F.R. 
300.415(n)(4)(i) 

NCP 40 C.F.R. 
300.415(n)(4)(i) 

NCP 40 C.F.R. 
300.415(n)(4)(ii) 
300.820(a)(1) 

NCP 40 C.F.R. 
300.415(n)(4)(iii) 
300.820(a)(2) 
300.825(b) and (c) 

NCP 40 C.F.R. 
300.415(n)(iv) 

The most current version 
of this publication is 
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Site Activity Minimum Requirement(s) Source(s) 

Remedial Actions 
NPL Additions 

Publication of Proposed EPA must publish the proposed rule in the NCP 40 C.F.R. 
Rule and Public Federal Register and seek comments 300.425(d)(5)(i) 
Comment Period through a public comment period. 

Publication of Final EPA must publish the final rule in the NCP 40 C.F.R. 
Rule and Response to Federal Register and respond to signifi- 300.425(d)(5)(i) 
Comments cant comments and significant new data 

submitted during the comment period. 

Prior to Remedial Investigation (RI): 

Community Interviews 

Community 
Involvement Plan (CIP) 

Information Repository 

The lead agency must conduct interviews NCP 40 C.F.R. 
with local officials, public interest groups, 300.430(c)(2)(i) 
and community members to solicit their 
concerns and information needs and to 
learn how and when people would like to 
be involved in the Superfund process. 

Before commencing field work for the NCP 40 C.F.R. 
remedial investigation, the lead agency 300.430(c)(2)(ii) 
must develop and approve a complete (A-C) 
CIP, based on community interviews and 
other relevant information, specifying the 
community involvement activities that the 
lead agency expects to undertake during 
the remedial response. 

The lead agency must establish at least CERCLA 117(d) 
one information repository at or near the NCP 40 C.F.R. 
location of the response action. Each 300.430(c)(2)(iii) 
information repository should contain a 
copy of items developed, received, 
published, or made available to the public, 
including information that describes the 
Technical Assistance Grant application 
process. The lead agency must make these 
items available for public inspection and 
copying and must inform interested 
citizens of the establishment of the infor
mation repository. 
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Site Activity	 Requirement(s) 

Remedial Actions (continued) 

Technical Assistance The lead agency must inform the public of 
Grant (TAG) the availability of Technical Assistance 
Notification Grants and include in the information 

repository material that describes the 
Technical Assistance Grant application 
process. 

Upon Commencement of Remedial Investigation: 

Administrative Record	 The lead agency must establish an adminis
trative record, make it available for public 
inspection, and publish a notice of its 
availability. The lead agency must comply 
with the public participation procedures 
required in 300.430(f)(3) and shall 
document such compliance in the adminis
trative record. 

Administrative Record	 The lead agency must publish a notice of 
Notification	 availability of the administrative record in a 

major local newspaper of general 
circulation. 

Upon Completion of the Feasibility Study (FS) and Proposed Plan: 

RI/FS and Proposed The lead agency must publish a notice of 
Plan Notification and the availability of the RI/FS and Proposed 
Analysis Plan, including a brief analysis of the 

Proposed Plan, in a major local newspaper 
of general circulation. The notice also must 
announce a comment period. 

Public Comment The lead agency must provide at least 30 
Period on RI/FS and days for the submission of written and oral 
Proposed Plan comments on the Proposed Plan and sup

porting information located in the informa
tion repository, including the RI/FS. This 
comment period will be extended by a 
minimum of 30 additional days upon timely 
request. 

The most current version 
of this publication is 

available at 
www.epa.gov/superfund 

Source(s) 

NCP 40 C.F.R. 
300.430(c)(2)(iv) 

CERCLA 113(k); NCP 40 
C.F.R. 300.815 (a-c) 

NCP 40 C.F.R. 
300.815(a) 

CERCLA 117(a) and (d); 
NCP 40 C.F.R. 
300.430(f)(3)(i)(A) 

CERCLA 117(a)(2); NCP 
40 C.F.R. 
300.430(f)(3)(c) 
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Site Activity	 Minimum Requirement(s) Source(s) 

Remedial Actions (continued) 

Public Meeting	 The lead agency must provide an opportu- CERCLA 113 and 
nity for a public meeting regarding the 117(a)(2); 
Proposed Plan and supporting information NCP 40C.F.R. 
to be held at or near the site during the 300.430(f)(3)(i)(D) 
comment period. 

Meeting Transcript	 The lead agency must have a court re- CERCLA 117(a)(2); 
porter prepare a meeting transcript that is NCP 40 C.F.R. 
made available to the public. 300.430(f)(3)(i)(E) 

Notice and Comment A notice of a proposed settlement must CERCLA 122; 
Period for Settlement be published in the Federal Register at NCP 40 C.F.R. 
Agreements least 30 days before the agreement be- 300.430(c)(5)(i) 

comes final. This notice must state the and (ii) 
name of the facility and the parties to the 
proposed agreement. Those persons who 
are not parties to the agreement must be 
provided an opportunity to file written 
comments for a period of 30 days. 

Pre-Record of Decision Significant Changes: 

Responsiveness	 The lead agency must prepare a response CERCLA 113 and 
Summary	 to significant comments, criticisms, and 117(b); 

new data submitted on the Proposed Plan NCP 40C.F.R. 
and RI/FS, and ensure that this response 300.430(f)(3)(i)(F) 
document accompanies the Record 
of Decision (ROD). 

Discussion of Significant	 The lead agency must include in the ROD NCP 40 C.F.R. 
Changes	 a discussion of significant changes and 300.430(f)(3)(ii)(A) 

the reasons for such changes, if new 
information is made available that signifi
cantly changes the basic features of the 
remedy and the lead agency determines 
that the changes could be reasonably 
anticipated by the public. 
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The most current version 
of this publication is 
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Site Activity 

Remedial Actions (continued) 

Revised Proposed Plan 
and Public Comment 300.430(f)(3)(ii)(B) 

ably anticipated by the public, the Agency 
must issue a revised Proposed Plan that 
includes a discussion of the significant 
changes and the reasons for such changes. 
The Agency must seek additional public 
comment on the revised Proposed Plan. 

After the ROD is signed: 

The lead agency must make the ROD 
Notification available for public inspection and copying 300,430(f)(6) 

at or near the site prior to the commence
ment of any remedial action. Also, the lead 

availability in a major local newspaper of 
general circulation. The notice must state 
the basis and purpose of the selected action. 

Prior to remedial design, the lead agency 
Site Activity 300.435(c)(1) 

community concern, as discovered during 
interviews and other activities, that pertain 
to the remedial design and construction 
phase. 

Post-ROD Significant Changes: 

significantly from the remedy selected in the ROD with respect to scope, performance, or cost: 

The lead agency must publish a notice that 
briefly summarizes the explanation of 300.435(c)(2)(i) 
significant differences (ESD) and the 

300.825(a)(2) 

information available to the public in the 
administrative record and information 

Minimum Requirement(s) Source(s) 

Upon the lead agency’s determination that NCP 40 C.F.R. 
such changes could not have been reason-

ROD Availability and NCP 40 C.F.R. 

agency must publish a notice of the ROD’s 

Revision of the CIP NCP 40 C.F.R. 
should revise the CIP, if necessary, to reflect 

When the remedial or enforcement action, or the settlement or consent decree, differs 

Notice and Availability NCP 40 C.F.R. 
of Explanation of 
Significant Differences (A) and (B) 

reasons for such differences in a major local 
newspaper, and make the explanation of 
significant differences and supporting 

repository. 
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The most current version 
of this publication is 

available at 
www.epa.gov/superfund 

Site Activity Minimum Requirement(s) Source(s) 

Remedial Actions (continued) 

When the remedial or enforcement action, or the settlement or consent decree, 
fundamentally alters the basic features of the selected remedy with respect to scope: 

Notice of Availability/ 
Brief Description of 
Proposed ROD 
Amendment 

Public Comment Period, 
Public Meeting, Meeting 
Transcript, and 
Responsiveness 
Summary 

Notice and Availability 
of Amended ROD 

Remedial Design: 

Fact Sheet and Public 
Briefing 

The lead agency must propose an NCP 40 C.F.R. 
amendment to the ROD and issue a 300.435(c)(2) 
notice of the proposed amendment in a (ii)(A) 
major local newspaper of general 
circulation. 

The lead agency must follow the same NCP 40 C.F.R. 
procedures for notice and comment as 300.435(c)(2)(ii) 
those required for completion of the (B)-(F) 
feasibility study (FS) and Proposed Plan. 

The lead agency must publish a notice of NCP 40 C.F.R. 
availability of the amended ROD in a 300.435(c)(2)(ii) 
major local newspaper and make the (G) and (H) 
amended ROD and supporting informa- 300.825(b) 
tion available for public inspection and 
copying in the administrative record and 
information repository prior to com
mencement of the remedial action af
fected by the amendment. 

Upon completion of the final engineering NCP 40 C.F.R. 
design, the lead agency must issue a fact 300.435(c)(3) 
sheet and provide a public briefing, as 
appropriate, prior to beginning remedial 
action. 
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Site Activity Minimum Requirement(s) 

Remedial Actions (continued) 

NPL Deletions: 

Public Notice and 
Public Comment 
Period 

EPA is required to publish a notice of 
intent to delete in the Federal Register and 
provide notice of the availability of this 
announcement in a major local newspaper. 
EPA must also provide a comment period 
of at least 30 days on the proposed 
deletion. 

Public Access to 
Information 

Copies of information supporting the 
proposed deletion must be placed in the 
information repository for public inspec
tion and copying. 

Response to 
Significant 
Comments 

EPA must respond to each significant 
comment and any significant new data 
submitted during the comment period and 
include these responses in the final dele
tion package. 

Availability of 
Final Deletion 
Package 

The final deletion package must be placed 
in the local information repository once 
the notice of final deletion has been 
published in the Federal Register. 

The most current version 
of this publication is 

available at 
www.epa.gov/superfund 

Source(s) 

NCP 40 C.F.R. 
300.425(e)(4) 
(i) and (ii) 

NCP 40 C.F.R. 
300.425(e)(iii) 

NCP 40 C.F.R. 
300.425(e)(iv) 

NCP 40 C.F.R. 
300.425(e)(5) 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 


WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 


OFFICE OF 

SOLID WASTE AND EMERGENCY 


RESPONSE 


OSWER 9230.0-99 


MEMORANDUM 


SUBJECT: Early and Meaningful Community Involvement 


FROM: Elaine F. Davies, Acting Directior 


Office of Emergency and Remedial Response 

TO: Superfund National Policy Managers, Regions 1 - 10 


PURPOSE 


To improve early and meaningful community involvement in Superfund

site decision-making. 


BACKGROUND 


In an April 10, 2001, memo on EPA’s Regulatory Decision Process,

Administrator Whitman endorsed “vigorous public outreach and

involvement” in working toward environmental goals. Her support for

effective public participation is consistent with the Agency’s draft

Public Involvement Policy (65 Fed. Reg. 82335, December 12, 2000).

Among other things, the draft Policy emphasizes that Agency programs,

when implementing their responsibilities, should: 


1. Plan and budget for public involvement. 


2. Identify interested parties. 


3. Consider technical or financial assistance. 


4. Provide timely and useful information and outreach. 


5. Conduct meaningful involvement activites. 


6. Assimilate public input and provide good feedback. 


Superfund has a long-standing commitment to community involvement

(also known as public participation) that incorporates these functions.

In a 1991 memo (OSWER Directive 9230.0-18), one of my predecessors,

Henry Longest, encouraged site responders to “demonstrate to citizens

that they are involved in the decision-making process.” That memo

identified four key practices: 


- Listen carefully to what community members are saying. 

- Take the time needed to deal with community concerns. 

- Change planned actions where community input has merit. 

- Explain to the community what EPA has done and why. 

This memo builds on the 1991 memo and encourages more substantive

involvement of communities from the very outset of a cleanup. The 

involvement should begin prior to any on-site work and continue

throughout the cleanup process, including during any 5-year reviews.

This memo focuses on six practices that you should be implementing

during Superfund responses. 


DE
 



PRACTICES FOR EARLY AND MEANINGFUL INVOLVEMENT
 

1) Energize the community involvement plan (CIP).  The CIP should be a
 
living vision that is focused, current and helpful. Ideally, a draft of the

CIP should be reviewed by the community to ensure that the CIP is on target

and meaningful. Making the involvement plan an actual partnership plan,

endorsed by the community, is a best practice. All site team members should
 
contribute to early development and implementation of the CIP.
 

2) Provide early, proactive community support.  You should do more to
 
promote and give assistance to communities from the very outset of the work at

a site. Superfund has a variety of community assistance mechanisms: Technical

Assistance Grants, Community Advisory Groups, Technical Outreach Services to

Communities, and the Superfund Job Training Initiative. You should make sure
 
community groups know about these opportunities by the end of the site

investigation and you should encourage them throughout the cleanup process to

take advantage of what is available. You should also be creative in
 
identifying site-specific ways to enhance the ability of a community to

participate (e.g., arranging for educational activities or facilitation

services).
 

3) Get the community more involved in the risk assessment.  You should
 
assume the community will be able to understand risk assessments and provide

useful input. If the right questions are posed, the community can make

important contributions from tHE outset. In particular, you should ask

community members about patterns and practices of chemical usage, exposure

pathways, and health concerns. At big or controversial sites, you should

share a draft of the scope of work with the community and answer questions

that are raised about it. You should also provide regular and clear feedback

on the progress of the risk assessment and its results. For more ideas, see
 
OSWER Directive 9285.7-01E- P, Community Inovlvement in Superfund Risk

Assessments.
 

4) Seek early community input on the scope of the remedial

investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS).  Soliciting input before the start of

the RI/FS on its scope and approach is a concrete demonstration that you take

early involvement seriously. In particular, you need to ask the community

what cleanup alternatives should be evaluated during the FS and then consider

thoughtfully the input you get. This does not mean you have to do or include

exactly what the community wants. It does mean you should listen carefully to

identify and understand significant concerns that have merit and should be

addressed.
 

5) Encourage community involvement in identification of future land use.

The Superfund Redevelopment Initiative focuses on helping communities

participate in identifying future land use and Superfund sites. Early during

removal and remedial site planning, you should work with the community to

develop a process for exploring future use. This should inlude providing the

information and tools to make this exploration a success. The community

should have the lead in assessing its social, economic and recreational needs

and in giving us its perspective of the most likely future use. You should
 
encourage this effort, while not advocating particular views or opinions.
 

6) Do more to involve communities during removals.  Early and meaningful

community involvement at removals is important. Whether it is an emergency

response or a non-time critical action, community involvement should not be

neglected or postponed. While initial calls should be to state and local
 
authorities, soon thereafter you should reach out to the entire community,

which may have a high level of anxiety and concern about health and safety.

You need to demonstrate our sincere concern and credibility in order to set

the stage for the community cooperation that may be critical during the

response (e.g., during an evacuation or relocation). You should not wait to
 
share important information. If you proceed in a spirit of “early, humble

coordination,” as one On-Scene-Coordinator once put it, you will be suprised

at how much good input and help you get.
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IMPLEMENTATION
 

The practices described above are good ways to help achieve early and

meaningful community involvement (see attachment for a handy checklist).

They are by no means the only effective approaches. Indeed, they may not

even be appropriate in certain circumstances. Each community is different

and deserves its own, well-thought-out involvement plan. As you conduct

removal and remedial actions, you should be creative and proactive in

looking for opportunities that meet the needs and interests of the

community, while making sound cleanup decisions. You should always be clear

about the respective roles of the participants to avoid creating unrealistic

expectations about how decisions will be made.
 

The responsibility for community involvement is a team effort. You

achieve the best results when all the key players -- the remedial project

manager, the on scene coordinator, the risk assessor, the legal advisor, the

site assessment manager and the community involvement coordinator --

cooperate to effectively involve the community. Also, all program managers

should look for ways to encourage community involvement and to recognize

staff members who successfully practice it.
 

CONCLUSION
 

Public involvement is an integral part of both removal and remedial

actions. Involvement should occur early and be sustained in a meaningful way

throughout all stages of our work. This is strongly encouraged by EPA’s

Public Envolvement Policy and should lead to better cleanups and more

satisfied communities.
 

Copies of this document are available on our web site at http://

www.epa.gov/superfund/pubs.htm. General questions about this topic should

be referred to the Call Center at 1-800-424-9346.
 

Attachment
 

cc:	 Jeff Josephson, Lead Region Coordinator, USEPA Region 2
 

NARPM Co-Chairs
 

On-Scene Coordinators
 

Community Involvement Managers
 

OERR Records Manager, IMC 5202G
 

OERR Documents Coordinator, HOSC 5202G
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Key Practices for Early and Meaningful 


Community Involvement at Superfund Sites 


From OSWER Directive 9230.0-18 


• Listen carefully to what community members are saying. 

• Take the time needed to deal with community concerns. 

• Change plans where community suggestions have merit. 

• Explain to the community what EPA has done and why. 


From OSWER Directive 9230.0-99 


• Energize the community involvement plan. 

• Provide early, proactive community support. 

• Get the community more involved in the risk assessment. 

• Seek early community input on the scope of the remedial 

investigation/feasibility study. 


• Encourage community involvement in identification of 

future land use. 


• Do more to involve communities during removals. 


Useful Resources 


EPA Draft Policy on Public Involvement: 

http://www.epa.gov/stakeholders/policy.htm 


Model Plan for Public Participation: 

http://es.epa.gov/oeca/oej/nejac/pdf/modelbk.pdf 


Lessons Learned about Superfund Community Involvement: 

http://intranet.epa.gov/oerrinet/topics/cioc/lessons/index/htm 


Community Involvement in Superfund Risk Assessments: 

www.epa.gov/oerrpage/superfund/programs/risk/ragsa/ci-ra.htm 


Superfund Community Involvement Website: 

http://www.epa.gov/superfund/action/community/index.htm 


Superfund Redevelopment Initiative Website: 

http://www.epa.gov/superfund/programs/recycle/recycle.htm 


EPA Stakeholder Website: 

http://www.epa.gov/stakeholders/intro.htm 


International Assoc. of Public Participation Practitioner Tools: 

http://www.iap2.org/practitionertools/index.html 


Community Partnering for Environmental Results: A computerized 

learning program for developing community involvement skills 

(see Regional Training Officer or Community Involvement 

Manager for access) 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 


WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 


OSWER 9230.0-18 


MEMORANDUM 


SUBJECT: 	 Incorporating Citizen Concerns into Superfund 

Decision-making (Superfund Management Review: 

Recommendation #43B) 


FROM: 	 Henry Longest, II, Director 

Office of Emergency and Remedial Response 


TO: Director, Waste Management Division 

Regions I, IV, V, VII, VIII 


Director, Emergency and Remedial Response Division 

Region II 


Director, Hazardous Waste Management Division 

Regions III, VI, IX 


Director, Hazardous Waste Division 

Region X 


Community Involvement Coordinators, Regions I-X 


PURPOSE 


To ensure the incorporation of citizen concerns into Superfund site

decision-making. 


BACKGROUND 


In EPA’s capacity and willingness to incorporate community concerns

into site decision-making are among the most important measures of

Superfund’s community relations program. Although EPA has made significant

progress in its promotion of mutually satisfactory two-way communication

with the public, room for improvement exists in integrating the public’s

concerns into site decisions. 


EPA has established methods for soliciting citizen concerns, but that

represents only the first step. Citizens rightfully expect that EPA will

then carefully consider and fairly evaluate the concerns the community has

voiced, making it imperative that EPA pay close attention to such input. It

is not enough that we solicit and read public comments. It is important that

we demonstrate to citizens that they are involved in the decision-making 

process. 


The impacts of citizen input will be more obvious at some sites than

at others, and will not always, of course, be the principal determinant in

site decisions. EPA must make every effort, however, to fully incorporate

those concerns into site decision-making. The Superfund Management Review

(SMR) mentions four steps necessary to satisfactorily accomplish this:

“...listen carefully to what citizens are saying; take the time necessary to

deal with their concerns; change planned actions where citizen suggestions

have merit; and explain to citizens what EPA has done and why.” (p.5-7). The

following recommendations discuss in detail each of these steps. 
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Implementation:
 

1) Listen carefully to what citizens are saying Superfund managers and
staff should listen carefully throughout the technical process to the
concerns and comments of local communities. It is in the interest of 
Superfund to listen to what citizens are saying not only during the comment
period after the proposed Plan is issued, but during the entire process.
Although some may see only the short term view that a community’s involvement
slows the decision-making process and causes costly delays, it has been EPA’s
experience that the long term success of the project is enhanced by involving
the public early and often. Carefully considering citizen concerns before
selection of a preferred remedy will lead to better decision-making. 

Some Regions have successfully adopted innovative techniques for solic
iting citizen input. These include community workgroups, open houses, and
informal “roundtable” discussions. Regions are encouraged to try as many of 
these techniques as possible to communicate with citizens. 

2) Take the time necessary to deal with citizens’ concerns.

Incorporating citizen concerns into site decisions need not be a cause for

delay or, for that matter, excessive cost. By allocating sufficient resources

to community relations and, maintaining an awareness of citizen concerns

throughout the process, Regions can successfully assimilate citizen concerns

into site decisions.
 

The most effective way to provide time to deal with citizen concerns is

by building a schedule at the outset that allows adequate time (and

resources) for public involvement. Such planning should include, among other

things, the likelihood that commentors may request an extension of the public

comment period following issuance of the Proposed Plan, as allowed by section

300.425(f)(3)(i)(C) of the National Contingency Plan (NCP). In accordance

with the Slit, site managers should announce a thirtyday comment period, but

anticipate the possibility of a sixty-day period. Also, effective planning

and early citizen involvement will allow site managers to anticipate those

particularly coptroversial sitep or proposed remedial actions, which may

warrant an additional extension of the comment period.
 

OSWER Directive #9230.0-08 of March 8, 1990, entitled “Planning for
 
Sufficient Community Relations,” provides additional guidance and instructs

Regions to dedicate adequate resources to support additional community rela

tions needs. The guidance included the S1R recommendation that Regions

“...establish a discretionary fund that they could use to fund additional

work necessary to respond to citizen concerns.” (p.5-7).
 

3) Change planned actions when citizen suggestions have merit. It is
 
crucial that EPA remain flexible, and willing to alter plans where a local

community presents valid concerns. In recent years, EPA has demonstrated an

increased willingness to change or significantly alter its preferred remedy.

In some instances, citizen input has saved EPA from mistakes and unnecessary

costs. It is obviously more cost effective to spend time, energy and money

working with the public on a regular basis, than to deal with resistance

created when a community believes it has been left out of the process.
 

With regard to changing planned actions, EPA’s measure of success
 
should not be whether or not the community applauds the remedy because EPA

did what it asked, but whether or not EPA honestly listened to citizens, and

genuinely took into account their concerns. EPA may remain unpersuaded after

hearing from citizens, but it is EPA’s responsibility to reinforce to citi

zens that their comments were carefully and thoughtfully considered.
 

4) Explain to citizens what EPA has done and why. Regardless of the

outcome of site decisions, EPA must fully communicate those decisions to the

public. The most thorough vehicle for such communication is the

responsiveness summary- As recommended by the SMR, EPA has revised the format

of responsiveness summaries to make them more easily understandable to

citizens without compromising the legal and technical goals of the document.

It is imperative that the public be able to see in writing EPA’s response to

their concerns and comments. As the SMR notes, “Whether EPA can do what
 
citizens ask or not, we should always provide them a clear explanation of the

basis for our decision.” (p.5-7). The public needs clear, candid responses,

rather than volumes of technical and legal jargon piling up evidence for why

EPA’s original decision vas the only possible one.
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Although the responsiveness summary represents the most visible

and comprehensive vehicle for explaining EPA decisions to the public, it

is only one component of a process. EPA should explain site decisions

throughout the entire cleanup, rather than only at few key stages. That

is, EPA must establish and maintain a dialogue through which we discuss

site decisions as they develop, as well as make Superfund documents more

available to the public throughout the cleanup process.
 

Conclusion:
 

Although Superfund has firmly established its ability to share

information with, and receive it from, the public, the , program never

theless needs to better incorporate citizen concerns into site deci

sions. ‘The recommendations outlined above will move Superfund closer to

that goal. For more information regarding Community Relations in Super-

fund, contact Melissa Shapiro or Jeff Langholz of my staff at FTS 398-

8340 or FTS 3988341, respectively.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20460 

OSWER Directive No. 9203.0-06 
OP~ICE OP 

SOI..DW"STI AND IMI"OINCY "IS~ONSI 

MEMORANDQM 

SUBJECT: Superfund Responsiveness Summaries 
(Superfund Management Review: Rec m dation ,43E) 

PROM: Henry L.'Longest II, Director 
Office of Emergency and Remedial 

Bruce M. Diamond, Director 
Office of Waste Programs En 

TO: Director, Waste Management Division 

PURPOSE: 

Regions I, IV, V, VII, VIII 
Director, Emergency and Remedial Response Division 

Region II 
Director, Hazardous Waste Management Division 

Regions III, VI, IX 
Director, Hazardous waste Division 

Region X 

To improve responsiveness summaries so that they are more 
responsive to local communities' concerns. 

BACKGROUND: 

The Administrator's Superfund Management Review (the "90-Day 
study") raised important questions about the structure and use of 
responsiveness summaries in the selection of remedy process. As 
the "90-Day Study" concluded: 

·Whether EPA can do what citizens ask or not, we should 
always provide them a clear explanation of the basis for 
our decision. A responsiveness summary should reflect a 
genuine attempt to come to grips with citizens' questions 
and concerns, it should not appear to be an advocacy 
brief piling up evidence for why EPA's original decision 
was the only possible one." 

The responsiveness summary serves two vital functions: first, 
it provides the decision-maker with information about the views of 
the public, government agencies, the support agency and potentially 
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OSWER Directive NO. 9230.0-06 

responsible parties (PRPs) regarding the proposed remedial action 
and other alternatives. Second, it documents how comments have 
been considered during the decision-making process and provides 
answers to all significant comments. 

As the ~90-Day Study~ notes, the public needs ~clear, candid
responses. They need simple, accessible information that may not 
be provided by summaries aimed at PRPs. Many citizens do not see 
the responsiveness summary as a valid vehicle through which their 
concerns can be addressed. This perception by citizens frustrates 
them and makes the Agency's job of meaningful response to citizens 
much more difficult. 

POLley: 

The new format described below addresses these problems. It 
is intended to provide responsiveness summaries that can deal 
thoroughly with complicated legal and technical issues while 
maintaining true responsiveness to local communities. This will be 
accomplished by dividing~he document into two parts. It will 
satisfy the needs not only of the public, but also of the PRPs. 

1) Responsiveness summaries should be diVided into two 
parts. 

2) Part I will be a summary of commentors' major issues and 
concerns, and will expressly acknowledge and respond to those 
raised by the local community. ~Local community~ here means 
those individuals who have identified themselves as living in 
the immediate vicinity of a Superfund site and are threatened 
from a health or environmental standpoint. These may include 
local homeowners, businesses, the municipality, and, not 
infrequently, PRPs. Part I should be presented by subject, 
and should be written in a clear, conCise, easy to understand 
manner. 

3) Part II will be a comprehensive response to all 
significant comments. It will be comprised mostly of the 
specific legal and technical questions and, if necessary, 
will elaborate with technical detail on answers covered in 
Part I. This part shall be of such length and terminology as 
deemed necessary by the authors. Like Part I, it will be 
divided according to subjects. 

4) Part I'S importance is in the simplicity and 
accessibility of both its language and presentation. 
Because Parts I and II will inevitably deal with similar 
or overlappinq issues, the responsiveness summary 
should state clearly that any points of conflict or 
ambiguity between the two parts shall be resolved in 
favor of the detailed technical and legal presentation in 
Part II. 



ED


OSHER Directive NO. 9230.0-06 

5) ordinarily, the Community Relations Coordinator and the 
Remedial project Manager should be responsible for preparing 
the responsiveness summary, with Office of Regional Counsel 
acting in an aavisory capacity. 

6) Where possible, a response to a "yes or no· question 
should begin with a "yes· or "no," before launching into a 
detailed explanation. If the question cannot be answered with 
a "yes" or "no," then a statement to that effect should be 
made at the beginning ot that answer. 

This approach will often lengthen the overall responsiveness 
summary. However, the trade-off will be that local communities 
will receive a much more "responsive· document, where the public 
can easily retrieve and understand answers without compromising the 
other statutory goals of the responsiveness summary. 

Additional information on preparing a responsiveness summary 
may be found in Community Relations in syperfund: A Handbook. 
Interim version, OSHER Directive 9230.0-38, and in Community 
Relations During Enforcement Activities and Development of the 
Administrative Record, OSHER Directive 9836.0-1A. If you have any 
questions about responsiveness summaries, or wish to make comments 
please contact Jeff Langholz of the Community Relations staff at 
FTS 382 -2460. 

NOTICE: The policies set out in this memorandum are intended 
solely for the guidance of Government personnel. They are not 
intended, nor can they be relied upon, to create any rights 
enforceable by any party in 'litigation with the United States. EPA 
officials may decide to follow the guidance provided in this 
memorandum, or to act at variance with the gUidance, based upon an 
analysis of specific site circumstances. The Agency also reserves 
the right to change this guidance at any time without public 
notice. 

cc: Community Relations Coordinators, Regions I - X 
Regional Couns.l, Regions I - X 
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MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: 

FROM: 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20460 
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501,.10 WASTE ""-O 'E"'!;RGE,,"CV Af~"O~S' 
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Planninq for Sufficient community Rela~i s 
(Superfund Manaqement Review: ~4 ) 

Henry L. Lonqest II, Director . : .) 
ott ice of Emerqency and Remedi Response ~ 

TO: 

PURPOSE 

Director, Wa.te Manaqement Divi.ion 
Reqions I, IV, V, VII, VIII 

Director, Emerqency and Remedial Response Division 
Reqion II 

Director, Hazardous Waste Manaqem.nt Division 
Reqions III, VI 

Director, Toxic and Waste Manaqement Division 
Reqion IX 

Director, Hazardous Waste Division 
Reqion X 

The purpose of this short sheet i. to provide quidance to 
Reqional statt on planninq tor sufficient community relations 
activities. 

BACKGROtJHJ) 

The Sup.rfund Manaqem.nt Review (SMR) tound that "limited 
time and re.ourc.. for aeqional statt ke.p them trom doinq the 
communication th.y think nec ••• ary and •••• ntial. Sit. manaqers 
and community r.lations statt are conc.rn.d that EPA may be 
lettinq some potentially s.riou. contlicts d.v.lop with 
communities because th.y cannot q.t out to the sites early enouqh 
or frequently enouqh." This document has be.n prepared to help 
Sup.rfund manaq.rs promote .arlier and more frequent citizen 
involvement at Sup.rfund sit. communiti.s. 
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GUIDANCE 

This quidance identifies specific planninq activities that 
have been used successfully in the Reqions. These activities 
encouraqe Supertund manaqers to take the followinq steps: 

o int.qrat. community relations into all t.chnical phases, 
o ensure responsive community relations activities, 
o d.dicat. adequate resourc.s to support community relations 

n •• ds, and 
o establish realistic sch.dules to me.t Supertund site 

communi ty neeel •• 

I. Integrate Community Relations Into All Technical Pbases 

Int.qratinq community relations into the remedial process 
at sit.. i. a team ettort that take. the commitment of both the 
community R.lations Coordinator (CRC) and the Remedial Project 
Manaqer (RPM). To inteqrate community relations into the 
remedial proc.ss, Reqions should do the tollowinq: 

o Train all technical statt in community relations. Because 
technical staft are site manaqers, it is important for them 
to understand community relations concepts and requirements. 
RPMs have found the two-day Community Relations Skills 
Traininq Course, sponsored by headquarters, to be extremely 
,usetul. This tree course is offered p.riodically in each 
R.qion. Many Reqions have also developed their own Reqional 
traininq proqrams that are very successtul. 

o Encouraqe RPMs to be active in community relations. 
community relations works best'when the CRCand ~are a 
t.am in which the RPM is an active player. Whil. CRCs can 
provide .xpert advice and quidance, RPMs should not divorce 
the .. elv.s entirely trom all community relations activities. 
To do so alienat.s community relations from the overall 
remedial proc.... Involvement by the RPM furthers public 
partioipation and ensur.s inteqration ot community 
r.lationa in the remedial process. 

One way for RPMs to be involved is tor them to participate 
in the communit~ interviews conduct.d as part of the 
Community R.lations Plan (CRP). Fr.qu.ntly, the.e 
int.rvi.ws can be schedul.d to coincide with the RPM's trip 
to the sit. on oth.r matters. EVan thouqh the RPM may not 
be activ. in the interviews or assist in the pr.paration ot 
the CRP, the RPM's presence has several positive .ffects. 
Citizens see that there is real int.r.st in what th.y have 
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to say, the RPM begins to know individuals in the community 
(which is a start to establishing trust), and the RPM qets 
first-hand understanding of community ineerests and 
sentiments. 

It is also ettective tor RPMs to participate in other 
community relations activities. They can coordinate with 
the eRe to attend community meetings, make periodic 
telephone calls to key people in the community, or 
intormally visit with community members when they make site 
visits. Although they will not be able to participate in 
all community relations activities, they should request 
brietings atter key activities and keep a steady dialogue 
with the CRee 

o Make CRCs inteqral members of the site team. _ CRes have 
eXpertise in planning and implementing community relations, 
but they can only contribute it they are made members ot the 
site team. RPMs must recoqnize however, that just as their 
own workloads preclude them from participatinq in all 
community relations activities, eRCs have tremendous 
workload requirements that result in their inability to 
attend all site meetinqs. Therefore, the RPM and eRe need 
to coordinate at critical points and keep each other up to 
date at all times. 

II. Ensure Responsive CommunitV Relations Activities 

The SMR found that about one-quarter to one-third ot 
Supertund sites were controversial enouqh to warrant extensive 
community involvement. To respond to this critical tindinq., the 
study recommended that " ••• EPA should intorm citizens early at 
All sites, and should then work most intensively at . those sites 
where there appear to be substantial citizen concerns and 
incipient controversies." To ensure that community needs are 
identitied and appropriate community relations activities are 
pertormed, EPA should do the followinq: 

o Prepare community relations plans (CRPs) and keep them 
current. The CRP is the main tool that identities 
community relations needs and CRC activities tor a qiven 
site. Because the CRP is developed prior to the beqinninq 
ot Remedial Investiqation field work, it is an early 
opportunity tor EPA to assess the level and nature ot 
citizen concerns. It can be the basis ot an initial 
assessment to determine whether the site will require 
extensive community involv4m.nt. 
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Althouqh EPA is required to revise the CRP atter the Record 
ot Decision (ROO) is siqned, several Reqions do not wait 
until this technical milestone is reached. Instead, if 
chanqes at the site occur, the RPM and eRe should update the 
CRP so the document is accurate and ~imely. periodic 
updates also brinq Reqional staff into the community, 
provide EPA additional opportunities to talk with the public 
and con~inue tosterinq qood relationships between the Aqency 
and the site community. 

o Maintain reqular communication. with the community. 
communities want to know they are beinq heard. This can be 
accomplished by makinq monthly telephone calls to key local 
officials or citizen leaders. These telephone calls help 
the RPM and eRe tollow community interest in the site and 
let the community know that EPA wants the community's input. 
The RPM and CRe can also use this communication technique to 
update the community on site proqre •• and other site-related 
ac~ivities. Reqions have also set up toll-tree numbers that 
are advertised to residents in a site community. This 
technique provides citizens with easy access to EPA and can 
let EPA know if there are unresolved issues or problems in 
the community. 

Another way to maintain contact with the community is 
throuqh fact sheets. Some Reqions have implemented a policy 
of preparinq bi-mon~hly tact sheets tor all sites. A tact 
sheet can include information that encouraqe. public 
participation by encouraqinq citizens with questions and/or 
comments to write or call the RPM and eRe. It may also 
include a blank mailinq label where citizens who are not 
already part of the mailinq list are encouraqed to add their 
names. The letters or telephone calls that RPMs and CRe. 
receive assist EPA in measurinq the level and type of 
interest that exists. This un~erstandinq is critical to 
planninq and schedulinq responsive community relations 
activities. 

In o~er to perform these planninq and communication 
activities, a. well as respond to specific community needs, 
adequate resource. must be available. 

III. pedicate adequate ReSOUrces tg Support cgmwgnity Relations 
Husla 

The allocation of adequate resource. is a vital step in 
planninq tor sufficient community relations and require. 
cooperation and coordination between EPA technical and community 
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relations staff. The following resource planning quidelines are 
currently in use in many Regions to assist in allocating adequate 
funds toward community relations activities. 

o The more complex a site is, the greater the community 
relations needs will be. The CRP identities the community 
relations activities required by a c;iven 'site and serves as 
a useful planning tool for preparing the community relations 
budget. RPMs, in consultation with CRCs, should prepare a 
budget with sufficient funds for staffing and financing 
planned community relations activitie.. In addition, Regions 
should do the following: 

o Establish " ••• a discretionary fund that [can be used] to 
fund additional work necessary to respond to citizen 
concerns," as recommended by the SMa. Re.ponding to the 
public'. reque.t for more sampling activities is a possible 
way to make use of the di.cretionary fund. The 
discretionary fund may also be used to finance additional 
community relations activities at a site where the level and 
nature of community interest warrants additional activities 
not included in the original budget. As described in the 
SMa, the discretionary fund can enable RPMs and CRC. to 
respond to the site community's needs, thereby enabling the 
citizens to become "partners in the (decision-making) 
process, rather than angry adversaries." 

o Determine appropriate staffing. EPA Managers need to 
consider the site's community relations needs in making 
technical staff decisions. Whenever possible, EPA managers 
need to staff the most controversial sites with more senior 
personnel who a~e experienced in dealing with the public. 

In the event that one team member must be replaced, an EPA 
manager may be able to preserve some level of continuity by 
keeping the second team member at the site. For example, 
whenever possible, it the RPM is new, the CRC should not be 
switched. As quickly as possible, new staff need to be 
educatad about the site's history and the community's 
involvement and concerns. 

rv. Establish Bealistic Schedules To Meet Superfund Site 
CPJIUIlunity Heods 

community relations activities are part of the Superfund 
process and nead to be built into every remedial schedule. If 
adequate time is not factored into the schedule to meet community 
relations needs, delays imposed by citizens are more likely. 
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ROD deadlines should be based on remedial schedules that 
reflect both technical and community relations milestones. By 
workinq closely with CRCs, RPMs can become familiar with the 
public involvement needs of a community and plan accordinqly. 
Many Reqions use the followinq techniques to meet Superfund site 
cOlllJllunity needs: 

o Anticipate public involvement need. throuqhout the remedial 
process. For schedulinq purpose., it is best to determine 
well in advance which communi tie. will request standard 
30-day public comment periods and which will need 
extensions, based on the level of community interest, 
involvement, and other site-related activity. If a site 
community shows little interest in a site, a 30-day public 
comment period is qenerally required. If, however, there is 
substantial interest in the site, the RPM should factor 
adequate time (qenerally 60 days) for public comment and 
response into the remedial schedule. Anticipatinq the 
amount of time a community will nead for a public comment 
period is critical to schedulinq realistic ROD deadlines. 

o Plan for a public meetinq to initiate each public comment 
period. At least one month of planninq is reqUired. The 
CRCs assist the RPM in coordinatinq a public meetinq by 
contactinq the local community leaders, providinq notice of 
the meetinq in local newspapers, praparinq a fact she.t., 
preparinq qraphics for the presentation, and providinq 
overall meetinq loqistics support. It is best to reserve 
the meetinq space at least four weeks ahead of time. The 
RPM, CRC, and other quest speakers at the meetinq should 
orqanize a planninq meetinq at least three weeks ahead of 
the public meetinq. The public notice should be placed in 
the local newspapers two weeks in advance of the meetinq. 
The "dry run," or rehearsal, should taka placa one weak 
before the meetinq. Advance planninq and practice is kay to 
praparinq an effectiva public meetinq. 

o Track upcominq technical milestones with community relations 
naada. Some Reqions have established computer-based 
trackfnq syatems to assist RPMs and CRC. in closely 
coordinatinq tachnical and community relations activities. 
Other Reqions usa manual trackinq syst .. s or hold bi-weekly 
or monthly coordination meetinqs between RPMs and CRCs. 
Whether the Reqions use computer-based manual trackinq 
systems to track both technical and community ralations 
mile.tones at aach Superfund site is not important. What is 
critical, however, is that reqular trackinq and coordination 
of efforts is takinq place between RPMs and CRCs. 
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By considering the community relations needs at all stages 
of the Superfund process, RPMs can work with CRCs to prepare 
remedial schedule. that reflect realistic remedial goals and 
deadlines, and provide sufficient lead time for planning 
community relations activities. 
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MEMORANPUH 

SUBJEC'I': 

FROM: 

TO: 

UNI'MD STATU INYIRONMIHTAL PROTlcnON AQINCY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 2a.eo 

omc&O* 
SCI.I) WAIT1 NIlJ EWACI&NCY AlSPOHII 

OSWER Directive No. 9230.0-09 

Community Relations: U.e ot Senior Environmental 
Employees in Superfund (SUpzrfU .. n.~.w' 
Recommendation 43.K,L) ~ , . 
Kenry Longest II, Director ~, 
ottica ot Emergency and Remedial R sponse 

Director, Waste Management Division 
Regions I, IV, V, VII, VIII 

Director, Emergency and Remedial Response Division 
Region II 

Director, Hazardous Waste Management Division 
Regions III, VI, IX 

Director, Kazardous Waste Division 
Region X 

Community Relations Coordinators, Regions I - X 

Purpose: To report on the use ot SEEs in the Superfund program 
and to otter guidance on their tuture use. 

Background: The Supertund Management Review (SMR) indicated the 
need to improve the trequency and consistency at communication 
with the public. A method suggested in the SMR to help 
accomplish this qoal is to expand Superfund's use ot the Senior 
Environmental Employee (SEE) program. 

Established in r9T&,·the SEE program supplies valuable labor to 
EPA through sixty-tour non-protit senior citizens' associations. 
Over the ye.rs, SEEs h.ve made valuable contributions both to 
Supertund and to EPA in general. The popularity ot the program 
rests not only in the diverse skill~ and experience th.t SEEs 
bring to our organiz.tion, but also in the fact th.t their 
employment does not count ag.inst full-time employee hiring 
ceilings. 

To arrange for SEE support, EPA program offices submit requests 
to the Ottice ot R •••• rch and D.velopment, Which th.n provides 
funds tor SEE s.larie., overhe.d, and travel. The fUnds are in 
the form ot a qrant that is aw.rded to one ot the a.sociations. 
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SEEs in Superfund work mostly within the Technical Assistance 
Grant (TAG) proqram. Within the TAG proqram the SEEs serve a 
valuable role, enqaqinq in a number ot important activities 
betore, durinq and atter the awardinq ot a qrant. Prior to the 
award ot the grant, SEEs distribute TAG application packaqes to 
interested qroups, process "letters of intent" SUbmitted by 
citizens' groups, and conduct the tormal notification process to 
advise the public that letters ot intent have been received and 
that a grant has been awarded. Durinq the awardinq process, SEEs 
advise citizens' qroups on preparinq the qrant application, help 
these groups establish etticient procurement and record keepinq 
syst.ms, and assist qroups in negotiating with prospective 
technical advisors and preparinq subaqreements with these 
advisors. Atter the grant award has be.n made, SEEs re.iew grant 
recipient requests tor grant agreement moditications, help EPA 
establish and maintain an otticial record ot activities tor the 
qrant, and analyze tinancial reports, proqress reports and other 
correspondence. 

Althouqh the SEE proqram has been beneticial to the 
implementation ot the TAG proqram, SEE statt, TAG coordinators, 
and community relations statt members have identitied a tew 
obstacles that prevent the proqram's tull success. Amonq these 
impediments are a lack to traininq provided to the SEEs, absence 
ot clear detinition Ot the SEE's role, and EPA hesitancy to treat 
SEEs as Aqency colleaques. The tollowinq section addresses these 
issues, and also makes a recommendation on expandinq the role ot 

. SEEs into the community relations proqram. 

Objective: To improve and expand the role ot SEEs in the 
Supertund proqram. 

Implementation: The tollowinq tour recommendations are aimed at 
improving the use ot SEEs, while increasinq their overall role in 
Supertund. 

1) Provide adequate training to SEEs. Reqions should make every 
ettort to provide a comprehensive orientation to SEEs. Whether 
accomplished thrau9h established tormal traininq, or throuqh 
individual instruction, we must take the time to introduce SEEs 
to the intricacies ot EPA, Supertund, and their specitic role. 
SEEs come trom a variety ot backqrounds and brinq to the EPA a 
wealth ot lite experience -- tailor their orientation to tit 
their individual needs. 

2) Proyida SEEs with claar job da.criptions. No Aqency-wide 
detinition ot the SEE's role exists. Although the positions 
filled by SEEs are .imilar in many ways, their responsibilities 
will vary tro. Region to Region. Regions are free to tailor the 
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r •• pon.ibiliti •• ot a SEE to suit specific proqrammatic n •• ds. 
Whatev.r the SEE's role may De, ne or she and EPA should both b. 
aware ot the .xp.ctation. ot the position. Create a jOb 
de.cription that accurately r.tl.cts the role that the R.gion 
need. till.d DY the SEE. R.qions may wish to contact othar 
Reqion. to .xChang. position d.scriptions and idea. r.gardinq the 
role ot SEEs. 

3) Tr.at SEEs a. it they art Agency coll.agues. SEEs are not EPA 
.mploy.... Th.y do, nowev.r, occupy a speCial und.fined ground 
b.tw •• n contractor and EPA .mploy... Whil. we miqht not attord 
to them all the privileg.s and r.sponsibilitie. we .xtend to our 
EPA employee., w. still should treat them with the courtesy and 
respect commensurate with their position and experi.nce. Include 
th.m in strat.gy m.etinqs. List.n to their sugq.stions • . · Hake 
th.m teal a part ot th. team. They are talented, experienc.d 
colleaqu.s, providinq a valuaDle service to our proqram. 

4) Broad," SEE rol., tg includ. actiyiti., 9th,r than TAg. 
Regions are encouraged to expand the us. ot SEEs, wh.r. 
appropriate. Although the majority ot SEEs' work has been within 
the TAG proqram, they should not b. limited to TAG. The 
community r.lations program, in particular, can use SEEs in thair 
outreach .ftorts. For example, where a site is some distance 
trom an EPA ottice, Reqions can hire a local person at the site 
to answ.r questions and distribute information. 

SEEs hava shown themselves to be valuaDle assets to our proqram, 
and Superfund manaqem.nt is committed to further improvement and 
expansion of their role in clean-up activities. For more 
information reqarding the us. of SEEs in Sup.rtund please contact 
H.l~ssa Shapiro ot my statt at FrS 382-3250 or Jett Langholz at 
FTS 382-Z460. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20460 

OFFICE OF 

DEC 19 1900 SOLID W4STE AND EME~GIlN<:Y RESPONSE 

OSWER Directiv. '9230.0-13 

Minimizinq Proble.. Caused by staff Turnover 
(Superfund Manaq .. ent Review: iileco ndation 
143 M,N,O) 

Henry L. Lonqest II, Director , 
Office of Em.rq.ncy and Reaedia .spons. 

Director, Waste Manaq .. ent Division 
Reqions I, IV, V, VII, VIII 

Director, Em.rq.ncy and Rem.dial R.spons. Division 
Reqion II 

Director, Hazardous waste Manaqement Division 
Reqions III, VI 

Director, Toxic and Waste Manaqement Division 
R.qion IX 

Director, Hazardous Waste Division 
Reqion X 

PUrpose. To minimize community relations problems caused by 
the frequent turnov.r ot EPA Superfund staff • 

• aoJtqnwacl. The Superfund Manaquant Review (SMR) found 
that staff turnover often hinders communication b.tw.en EPA staft 
and aff.ct.d communiti.s. Th. SMR suqqests that many important 
qoals of the Superfund community Relations Proqram, such as 
aaintaininq consistent contact with citizens to secure th.ir 
trust and confidence in EPA, are not beinq met, and will not be 
met, if EPA staff do not work toqether to maintain continuity 
both within the Aqency and with the ca.aunity. 

Proble .. resultinq trom staff turnover will lik.ly occur it 
community meabers are not aware that a staff cbanqe has been mad. 
or why it has been made. The probl... increase if the new statt 
..aber is not familiar with the history of the site, past 
co-.unity relations activiti.s at the site, and/or the p.rsonal 
relationship that his or her predecessor had with the community. 

xapl .. entation. The SMR off.rs the tollowinq 
reco ... ndations to Reqional Sup.rfund t.... to h.lp maintain 
continuity throuqhout staff turnov.r: 
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1) copunicato statt changes to tha cop!!DUnitv as Boon al 
pg •• ibla. sharinq .taff chanqe, with the public is without a 
doubt the .a.t ettectiva way to minimiza tha probl... caused by 
turnover. BPA .hould infora tha co_unity of statt chanqe. 
either before they occur or a. soon atter as possible. The 
tollowinq tecbniqu" ofter .. tho4t to .. intain continuity with 
~iti.. de.pite inevitable complications causad by 
qaoqraphical con.traint., abrupt .tatt re.iqnation., and lenqthy 
po.ition vacancie •• 

o Send out notic.. and/or tact shaats to in fora co_unity 
umbers ot an approachinq .tatt chanqe. It the chanqe 
i. .udden, and advance notice i. not possible, send tha 
notice. out a. .oon atter the chanqa as po •• ible. If it is 
not fea.ibla to davalop a writtan notice spacitica1ly tor the 
purpo.e ot explaininq tha .tatt transition, include tha 
intoraation in the next site lIIilinq that is distributed, 
reqardl ... of its prilllry intent. 

o Subject to approval by the particular .. ployaas involved, 
includa intoraation about why the chanqe is occurrinq, 
where the departinq employee will be workinq, and a 
protile ot tha new employee includinq hi. or har credantials. 
Thi. is particularly important at .ites whera tha co_unity 
has raque.ted that an emp10yae be replaced, and than tor soma 
unrelated reason, that employaa actually laavas tha Aqancy. 

o Introduce the new .. ployae to local officials and co_unity 
1aaders who ara involved at the sita. This provides an 
opportunity, eithar by ta1aphone or throuqh diract contact, 
to respond to qua.tions and concarns thay may hava about the 
chanqa. 

o -Pa •• the torch- durinq a public ·forum, such aa a public 
... tinq, and have the outqoinq .tatt JleJlbar introduce his 
or her replacement. Introductions should inc1uda a short 
protile ot the new statt mamber, and the outqoinq statt 
-..bar .hou1d qive a briet stat .. ent about hi. or her 
de.tination. Althouqh thi. i. the mo.t effactive way to 
introduce new .tatt to the co..unity, a tew constraints can 
make thi. type at event ditticult. For example, otten an 
outqoinq e.ployee d08l not qive ampla notice to allow time to 
plan such a .. etinq, or laaves batore the meatinq takas 
place, or the po.ition doe. not qat filled immediataly, 
leavinq no one to ¥bo. the torch lilY be pa •• ed. 

2) I4ucatanty staft about tho sito's history. tho 
QAllUDity" inyglyww.nt and GAngemI. and tn- impArtinG' gt th0l. 
gpng'rn'. Reqion' .hould e.tabli.h a clo.e workinq relation.hip 
between co.aunity Relations Coordinators (CRca) and Remedial 
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Project Managers (RPMa) to ensure that new statt receive 
comaunity relations intormation tB.ediately upon their arrival in 
the R*Jional ottice or their assignment to a new site. It, tor 
exuaple, an RPM is new to a site, the eRC should be responsible 
tor welcoaing the RPM, handing over detailed site-related 
intormation, and brieting them on any cOlllJlWlity concerns that 
developed during the tenure ot the previous RPM. This should 
literally happen during the new RPM's tirst day on the job. 
Reqions also should utilize thlir experienced slniorstatt to 
advise new RPMs and CRCs, and help them to "learn thl ropes." 

3) lointain continuity on the .ite teoa. It one member of a 
teua leaves, the other should not leave soon, it pos.ible. For 
exaapll, it the RPM is replaced, the CRC should r ... in, and vice 
versa. Management should consider the continuity ot the taua 
betore reassigning statt. This will help aitigate the probl ... 
a.sociated with major personnel changes. 

4) Proyide cgmmunicotion. troining to 011 sup.rtund stoff 
who deo1 dir.ctly with the public. Provide community ralations 
skills training tor n.w statt memblrs as soon as they com. on 
board to prepare them tor community relations activities. 
It turnover is too trequent to hold training Ivery time a new 
person comes on board, at least insure that the nlw person is 
givln a community relations handbook and is brieted about basic 
community relations skills until he or she can attend a training. 
It possible, develop an abridged community relations training, or 
mini-training, to prepare new statt members until they can attend 
a more formal, comprehensive training. 

CODolusioD& Frequent statt turnover within the Supertund 
program can be a detrimlnt to community relations at Superfund 
.ites. The strong, positive rapport EPA strives to build with 
citizens must not be undermined by poor continuity bltween 
Supertund and thl public, and within thl Supertund staff. By 
utilizing thl simpll, yet atfactive, techniqu" mlntioned above, 
Ragions can minimize the disruption caused by statt turnovar. 

For more information regarding community relations in 
superfund, contact Meli ... Shapiro or Jett Langholz ot my statt 
at PTS 398-8340 and PTS 398-8341, respectively. 

CC: R*Jional Co..unity Relations Coordinators (I-X) 
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Role of community Interviews in the ~elopment of a 
Community Relations program for ?Ie 1 Response 

Henry L. Longest II, Director, , 
Office of Emergency and Remedial Apon.e 

Director, waste Management DiVision 
Regions I, IV, V, VII, VIII 

Director, Emergency and Remedial Response Division 
Region II 

Director, Hazardous Waste Management Division 
Regions III, VI, IX 

Director, Hazardous waste Di '!i3ion 
Region X 

To offer guidance in response to recent Regional Office 
questions regarding the community relations interviews required by 
the National Contingency Plan. 

BAgsGROUND: 

Without a doubt, the interviews are the single most important 
elem.nt in,the development of a site-specific community relations 
plan (CRP). Th. CRP, in turn, serves a. the backbone of the entire 
community relations program during a r.medial respon.e. I hop. you 
find the following information useful in clarifying the role of 
this crucial activity. 

POLICX: 

1) The CRP should be based upon interviews conducted with the 
community. The National Contingency Plan (NCP) reqUires int.rviews 
and the d.velopment of a CRP based upon the.. AmOng the community 
relations activities requir.d by Section 300.430(c)(2)(i)of the NCP 
is ..... pr.paring a formal community relations plan (CRP), bas.d on 
the community int.rviews and other r.levant information ••• " 
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2) uld b 
staff ord nar 'y sp.ak rst . w th State an oca 0 cas to 
obtain background informatioD and to l.t thes. people know that 
area resid.nts will also b. int.rvi.w.d. Th. group of int.rview ••• 
should not, however, b. limited to th.se officials. wTh ••• 
discussions with ·elect.d officials cannot in th .... lv •• g.nerate 
enough information to d.v.lop an adequate comaunity relation. plan. 
special .fforts mu.t b. mad. to int.rview local r •• id.nt., 
particularly those who are not affiliated with any group.w 
(Community R.latiyns in Superfund -- ! Handbook, OSWER Directiv. 
19230.0-38, p.3-4. Statt should interview a broad range of people 
so as to gain the gr.atest vari.ty of p.rspective. about the Site, 
including potentially r.sponsible parti.... Furth.rmore, the sUff 
should w •• • n,vjr limit conversation. to the mo.t visible group. or: 
individuals. comaunity Relation. Handbook, p.3-4' 

3) Int.rview. should be condycted with at l.a.t 15 - 25 
r.sid.nts. It is iap.rativ. that staff interview a gr:oup that 
r.presents a cross-s.ction of the co.-unity. This numb.r ia 
typically at l.ast fift.en to tw.nty-fiv. p.rson., depending on t~. 
size and complexity of the site, but it can b. more. At on. 
particularly compl.x site, for example, q~ional staff conducted 
over two hundred ~nterviews. 

4' Contractors should never condyct interyiew. without t.he 
pr.senc. Of EPA staff. EPA d.pend.nce on contractors ha. been a 
particular y controversial issue and community relations waa named 
in a rec.nt memorandum from Administrator Reilly a. an area 
potentially vulnerable to contractor misuse (See attached 
memorandum'. Int.rvi.ws are most often conducted by so •• 
combination of the Remedial project Manager, eoamunity r.lations 
staff, enforcem.nt staff and contractors. Remedial project 
Manag.rs are especially encouraged to conduct community int.rviews 
as a way of learning about a community and its is.u •• , a. w.ll a. 
meeting comaunity leaders early and fo.tering po.itiv. 
r.lation.hips. 

For IIOr·. information regarding community intervi.w., r.f.~ to 
Chapter 3 of Cpt.y?iJY fela5ion. 1n superfund -- l Handbook, and 
section 300.UO c (Z i an accoapanyinCT preubl. of the NCP. If 
you have additional questions, plea •• contact Meli •• a Shapiro o~ my 
staff at r!B 382-2350 or Jeff Langholz at PTS 382-2460. 

Attachllt.nt 

cc: Public Affairs Director. 
Regional coa.unity R.lations Coordinator. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCV 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20480 

OFFICE OF 
SOLID WASTE AND EMEIIGENCY IIESI'ONSI 
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Hakinq Superfund Documents Available to the Public 
Tbrouqhout the Cleanup Process, and Discussinq site 
Findinqs and Decisions as They ar~ev. loped (Superfund 
Hanaqement Review: '43 G,H,Q,R,T) 

Henry L. Lonqest II, Director ~ 
Office of Emerqency and Remedi~~esponse 

Director, Waste Manaqement Division, 
Reqions. I, IV, V, VII, VIII 

Director, Emerqency and Remedial Response Division, 
Reqion II 

Director, Hazardous Waste Manaqement Division, 
Reqions III, VI 

Director, Toxic and Waste Manaqement Division, 
Raqion IX 

Director, Hazardous Waste Division, 
Reqion X 

Community Relations Coordinators, Reqions I - X 

Purpose I This directive presents recommendations for 
improvinq Superfund efforts towards timely release of information 
to the public durinq site cleanup activities • 

•• okqJ:OUDdl The Superfund Manaqement Review (SD) 
emphasizes the importance of expandinq the public's role in the 
Superfund process, and identifies public access to information as 
an indispensable element of meaninqf~l citizen participation. 
Both the SMR and our own experience continue to point to this as 
aaonq the most important, and potentially most frustratinq, 
problema in our attempts to deal openly with the communities at 
Superfund sites. Citizens I beliefs -- even where unfounded -
that we are slow or unwillinq to share information compromise our 
ability to convince them that site cleanups are beinq conducted 
as well and as fast as they should be. The SD make. five 
reco ... ndationa on this crucial issue. The five specific 
reco..endation. are: 
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Di.cu.. .it. finding. and d.cisions a. they are 
d.v.loped (43.G) 

Mak. docuaent. available throughout the proc ••• , not 
just during the public coam.nt p.riod (43.H) 

Be .are aqqr ••• iv. in .upplying 'information to citiz.ns 
and th.ir t.chnical advi.ors (43.Q) 

En.ur. acce.. to information by e.tabli.hing conveni.nt 
r.po.itori •• , r.viewing, and r.l.a.ing docua.nt. and 
placing th .. in r.po.itorie. quickly, and notifying 
citizens ot the availability of information (43.R) 

Identity way. to bring citiz.n. into technical 
di.cu •• ions .arly (43.T) 

A recent surv.y of Reqional Co .. unity Relation. Coordinator. 
with regard to t.pleaentation of th... five SMR reco ... ndations 
found that, although Regions are making con.iderable progr ••• in 
tulfilling th ••• r.co.a.ndation., there still is room for 
improv ... nt. Th. following •• v.n recomm.ndations are de.igned to 
fo.t.r such improvem.nt. 

xapl ... DtatioDI By drawing from existing Regional 
practic.s, a. w.ll a. suqq .. ting n.w activities, we hope to 
furth.r improve the timing, amount, and type of information mad. 
available to citiz.n.. Thi. sharing of id.a. and exp.rienc. i. 
particularly important in a program like Superfund community 
r.lation., wh.r. th.re are limited resource. and a high l.vel of 
public inter •• t. 

Regions .hould r.a..... th.ir efforts to meet the five SMR 
r.co ... ndations and con.id.r adding the following t.chniqu ••• 
Hany of th ... activiti.. can be adapted .ucc.ssfully to ••• t a 
particular Region's ov.rall, a. w.ll •• site specific, n •• d •• 

1. Igyoly. Ci\i •• p. pgripq the 'a"I I\aq.. Th. SMR 
.tr •••• d that n.ithtr citiz.n. nor PRPs .hould have to wait until 
the .nd of the Remedial Inv •• tigation and F.a.ibility Study to 
learn the re.ults of Superfund sit. inv •• tigations. Thi. m.ans 
that wh.n citizens are intere.ted, Regional Sup.rfund .taff 
.hould .aka information about the .ite findings available a. 
early a. the Preliminary As ...... nt (PA) and Sit. Inv •• tigation 
(SI) .taq •• of the proc •••• - Reqion. should not routin.ly 
initiate co..unity relation. activiti.. at all PA/SI .it •• , 
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bowever, because re.ource. cannot support a full-scale community 
participation proqraa for all discovered sites. Instead, Regions 
.bou1d .. lect PAISI site. to receive the attention ot the 
~ity relation • • tatt, ba.ed on a consideration ot the 
tollowinq tactors: 

the likelihood that the site eventually will be 
included on the National Priorities List (NPL). 
Co..unity relations statf will work with technical 
statf to determine a .ite-s potential tor being listed. 
Region. sbould avoid rai.ing public intere.t about PA 
site. only to bave to sub.equently halt community 
contact wben the site. are not listed on the NPL; 

the location ot the site with regard to other existing 
MPL sit .. , and the ccmaunity inter .. t level at tho.e 
site., 

the location ot the site relative to population 
centers, 

the amount ot media coveraga, a. well as direct 
feedback trom citizen.- groups and local residents. 
While we do not want to exacerbate community concerns 
at site. that may prove to be relatively minor 
proble .. , we do need to respond fully to known bigb 
levels ot community inter.st at sites we are 
inve.tigating. 

once a Region decides to initiate the community relations 
proce •• at a PAISI .ite, they aay conduct a variety of 
activities, including the following: 

contacting local ofticia1s tor information; 

brietinq local otficial. and key community leaders on 
progre.. at the .ite, 

beginninq to develop a site mailing list; 

i.suing a fact sbeet on the preliminary findings and 
the Hazardous Rankinq Sy.tea score, 

.ettinq up a site -hotline- -- a toll tree number that 
ca.munity members can u.e to report intormation and 
direct que.tions to EPA statt. 
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When the site is proposed for the NPL, the Reqion should 
issue a news release and contact local officials and key 
citizens. The Reqions may do this by telephone, throuqh 
briefinqs, or in meetinqs. 

Addressinq citizen concerns early provide. valuable input 
about the interests and concerns of the site community. This 
information can be incorporated into the community Relations Plan 
(CRP). Early community relations also fosters trust between a 
site community and EPA, and helps the community to have realistic 
expectations reqardinq the frequency of EPA contact with them. 

2. Ingr.a,. Regularity of Site contact. Recommendations 
43.G, 43.H, and 43.Q all call attention to the importance of 
establishinq reqular, frequent contact between EPA and the 
public, particularly at sites where a qreat deal of community 
interest exists. The citizens will feel EPA is beinq more 
responsive to their concerns if they have regular meetinqs rather 
than sporadic contact at key decision points. For instance, one 
Reqion found .that it was valuable to meet with citizens to obtain 
their comments on the draft community Relations Plan so that the 
public is involved before the plan qoes into effect. In 
addition, open houses, telephone calls, availability sessions, 
and frequent meetinqs with Technical Assistance Grants (TAG) 
holders and citizen qroups will allow them to work more 
effectively with EPA. 

Althouqh reqularity of site contact is an important element 
in the buildinq of trust between EPA and the community, it is not 
the only inqredient. Citizens must have contact with all key 
staff, and such contact must be of hiqh quality. Specifically, 
it is vital for the Remedial Project Manaqer (RPM) and other 
technical staff to be heavily involved in direct communication 
with the public. Such interaction not only will ensure that 
citizens have access to the staff with the most technical and 
site specific knowledqe, but also will quarantee that the site 
manaqers see firsthand and are aware of citizen concerns. 
Furthermore, to ensure quality contact with the community, all 
staff should b. trained in interpersonal communication skills. 
(See the "Office of Solid Waste and Emerqency Response Traininq 
Course Cataloq" for a listinq of courses available to increase 
our proficiency in communication. Of spacial value are the 
courses on "Answerinq Touqh Questions," "Communicatinq With the 
Media," and "Community Relations in Superfund: concepts and 
Skills for Response Staff.") 
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3. Iring citi,.ns into T'cbpical PisqYssiops. Regions 
should try to have at least one community representative present 
during all external t.chnical discussions, except those involving 
negotiations b.tw •• n EPA and Pot.ntially R.sponsibl. Parties 
(PRPs). Wh.n l.gal or loqistical consid.rations preclude citiz.n 
participation in t,chnical discussions, some Reqions have 
discov.r.d that a good compromis. is to make minutes of the 
.eeting available to the public. For communities with high 
inter.st, Reqions also can hold availability sessions after 
clos.d technical discussions. 

Sup.rfund managers should do everything possible to involve 
the public in technical discussions, especially at enforcement
l.ad sit.s where citizens may f.el left out of the process. In 
cas .. wh.n information is "enforcement sensitive", the Regions 
should make an extra .ffort to k •• p reqular lines of 
ca.munication op.n by emphasizing the intormation that ~ be 
shared with the public. 

4. ipcr.as. coordinatiop I.twe.n T.cbnical and community 
B.latiops statt. Many Regions have found that integrating 
various EPA staff into "site teams" facilitates cooperative, 
effici.nt and well coordinated cleanup activities. Managers 
should value the roles of all team members and keep regular lines 
of communication op.n between technical and community relations 
staff. To facilitat. this communication, some Regions have found 
it h.lpful for RPMs and community Relations Coordinators to 
conduct on-site interviews and planning sessions toqether as team 
members. In addition, Regional community relations staff are 
encouraged to coordinate document distribution with Superfund 
technical and leqal staff. An organized team approach will 
ensure that important documents are released as soon as possible. 

5. B.l.a •• B.ar lipal Docum.pt. Wh.n Appropriat.. Since 
the EPA review process often can be quite extensive and time 
consuaing, the community may become impatient awaiting the 
rellas. of an important document. Therefore, in cases of high 
community interest, EPA may choose to r.l.ase "draft" documents 
in n.ar final form. Staff should make cl.ar to the community the 
"draft" status of the docum.nt. One Region has suggested that 
draft docum.nts should be: 

Maintained in separate binders from final documents, 
with extensive disclai •• rs and caveats, and; 

Printed on paper that is pre-lab.lled with "DRAFT
DRAFT-DRAFT" diagonally across each sheet in red ink. 
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Although the release of near final documents may speed the 
dissemination of information to the public, Regions are strongly 
urqed to emphasize the non-final status of the document. 

In addition to timely sharing of site documents with the 
public, superfund is committed to equal access to information for 
both PRPs and citizens. Regions should routinely ensure that 
PRPs and citizens can access the same documents at the same 
stages of the cleanup, except where "enforcement sensitive" 
information precludes such disclosure. Unless the information 
clearly jeopardizes ongoing negotiations with PRPs, it should be 
equally available to all parties. 

,. Ixpapd sit. Mailing List.. One of the most cost
effective methods of providing Superfund site communities with 
information is through mailings. The incremental cost of 
distributing site fact sheets to a greater number of community 
residents is extremely small, because the greatest portion of 
costs is associated with writing and preparing a fact sheet. 
Therefore, some Regions have pursued ways of expanding site 
mailing lists, beyond just those citizens who have expressed an 
interest in the site. Specifically, EPA has utilized community 
group. and local agencies to send out EPA fact sheets as part of 
their reqular mailings. Also, these and other groups have 
offered to include information on the Superfund site in their 
reqular newsletters. 

7. Mak. Ipformation Repositories User-friendly. Regions 
should make the larqe quantities of information contained in 
repositories as accessible as possible. For example, Regions can 
conduct site visits and request public input regarding the 
location of information repositories, as well as set up secondary 
locations at the request of citizens. These can be done as part 
of an ongoing .ffort to establish and maintain complete, 
convenient information reposito·ries. In addition, Ragions also 
can offer TAG recipients the convenience of being a secondary 
location of a repository. This provides easy access to the 
repository for a qroup that is likely to use it frequently. 
Finally, Regions should monitor the repository periodically to 
ensure that it is in order and complete, as well as label file 
cabinets, book shelves and binders with "EPA" stickers to clearly 
designate them as Superfund site documents. 

Conolu.ionl Making documents available to the public 
throughout the cleanup process and discus.ing sita findings and 
decisions as they are developed will more fully involve citizens 
in the cleanup proce.s and ensure two way communication between 
Superfund staff and local communities. Using the recommendations 
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in this directive will enhance community relations efforts and 
expand the public's role in the Superfund process. 

For further information regarding Superfund community 
relations activities, please contact Melissa Shapiro or Jeff 
Langholz of my staff at FTS 398-8340 and FTS 398-8341, 
respectively. 
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Using state and Local Officials to Assist in community 
::~~i;~)s (Superfund Management~ieWJ~R~~endation 

Henry L. Longest II, Director ~~~~~~ . , 
Office of Emerqency and Remedial Res~se .-t . ~ 

Director, Waste Management Division 
Regions I, IV, V, VII, VIII 

Director, Emerqency and Remedial Response Division 
Raqion II 

Director, Hazardous Waste Management Division 
Region III, VI, IX 

Director, Hazardous Waste Division 
Region X 

community Relations Coordinators, Regions I - X 

Purpose: To increase communication with the public by 
involving state and local Officials. 

Baokground: The Superfund Management Review (SMa) found 
that EPA's communication with citizens near Superfund sites is 
not as frequent as site managers and community relations staff 
believe necessary due to limited resources and the difficulties 
encountered in accessing remote sites. The SMa suggested that, 
as a "way of coping with resource and distance problems,· EPA use 
State and local officials to augment our own efforts in community 
relations. The SMa also pointed out, however, that it may not be 
appropriate to use State and local officials where we and they 
disagree about the course of action. According to the SMa, "such 
disagreements make it both difficult and inappropriate for a 
State or local official to represent EPA." (Superfund Management 
Reyiew, p. 5-10) 

Our experience tells us that, under certain circumstances, 
State and local ofticials can be .ttective contributors to 
community relations activities. Citizens often teel more 
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comfortable communicating with an official who is a member of 
their community, and who may have tirst-hand knowledge about a 
site. Many Regions already use State and local officials, and, 
in some Regions, the state actually has the lead for community 
relations. 

Objeo~ivea To discuss specific methods for using State and 
local officials ~o increase Superfund's communica~ion with the 
public. 

Iapl .. eD~.~ioDI The following recommendations describe the 
use of state and local officialS to serve as liaisons, to provide 
and maintain information, and to assist in public meetings. 

1) U,e state and lOCAl officials as a liaison between the 
public and EPA. Because State and local officials often are very 
well-informed about a site, its history, and the affected 
community, they can serve as effective liaisons between the 
public and EPA, channeling information and communications between 
the interested parties quickly and aptly. For example, Regions 
can designate an official as a point of contact. The official 
could then tield inquiries trom the public and relay them to the 
appropriate person in the Region or link a Regional staff member 
with concerned citizens or community leaders. Furthermore, as 
the local officials become familiar with both the Superfund 
process in general and cleanup activities at the site, they will 
be able to handle more of the routine questions themselves, 
thereby helping EPA, as well as the public. 

Using local officials as a liaison also helps increase the 
frequency of communication with the community, particularly when 
a site is f~r away from the Regional office. In some cases, this 
may be the best or only way to ensure adequate communication. 
Because local officials will ordinarily live nearer the site than 
do Regional staff, the community has easier and more frequent 
access to thea than to EPA staff. However, Regional staff must 
also visit the aite and meet with the community on a reqular 
basis. 

While using State or local officials as a liaison, there are 
several points to consider before making that decision. First, 
local officials frequently are not well-versed in Superfund 
community relations. Local officials can be effective in this 
role only where Regions educate them about the Superfund process 
and, of course, keep them fully informed about site progress. 
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Also, state and local official. a •• i.tinq with community 
relation. mu.t .till perform the role to which they were 
appointed or elected. That role may require them to be involved 
at the site in an official capacity in which they miqht have to 
"wear two hats." This makes it especially important to define 
the officials' roles when the community relations plan i. b.inq 
drafted, or in the case of State officials, when the Community 
R.lation. Coordinator first a ••••••• the State'. capability for 
takinq the lead for community relation •• 

Finally, even where State and local official. are a.sistinq 
EPA, the Reqion needs to retain control over the relea.e of site 
information. OUr exp.rience indicat.s that it is appropriate to 
qive state and local officials a siqnificant but clearly 
supporting role in community relations activiti.s. Thi. 
assistance may not be appropriate in every Reqion, and should be 
con.idered on a ca.e-by-ca.e basis. Thus, R.qion. should 
evaluate not only the relationship between EPA and such 
of~icials, but also the relation.hip between the officials and 
the community, before seekinq their assistanc.. Furthermore, 
althouqh the involvement of state and local official. can 
increase communication with the public, it cannot and should not 
be a substitute for EPA's direct involvement with the community. 

2) Use State and local otticials to maintain and provide 
information. As noted earli.r, Reqional offic.s are often 
located far away from a site. Soma Reqions find it helpful to 
us. State, and more often local officials, to help establish and 
maintain information repositories near the site. Because local 
otficials fraquently have first-hand knowladqa of the site, they 
can help determine convenient places for the repository. Where 
State or local otficialsare helpinq in this way, it is 
esp.cially important that Reqions provide the otficials with 
documents for the repository as soon as they are available.-

Some States have developed what have proven to be effective 
communications tools and .y.tems ot their own for providinq 
information to the public. Reqion. otten copy or borrow the.e 
aids, such as mailinq li.ts, and save time by not duplicatinq the 
effort that went into creatinq them. Reqions should learn what 
communications tool. and systems are available throuqh their 
State. a. early in the community relations proce.s as po.sible. 

State and local ofticials' knowladqe of and experience with 
a site and its history, and especially their understandinq of the 
community, provide a wealth ot intormation for the Reqions. EPA 
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can utilize state and local officials' knowledqe and experience 
to identify people to interview for the community relations plan, 
to qather backqround information for fact sheets, and to review 
press releases and other documents. capitalizinq on this first
hand .ourceof information allows Reqions to beqin the community 
relations process faster and helps tarqet the effort for the 
particular community. Because of their ties to a community and 
their history with a particular site, state and local officials 
can ba an extremely valuable qroup of effective communicators of 
site information. These officials represent a resource whose 
potential to contribute should not be underestimated. 

3) Use state and local officials to assist in public 
meetings. Havinq State or local officials introduce EPA Regional 
staff or otherwise participate in a public meetinq helps visibly 
demonstrate a mutually supportive workinq relationship amonq the 
Reqion, State and local officials, and the community. Both 
the appearance of cooperation and the underlying relationship 
require, of course, that Reqions maintain frequent contact with 
state and local officials to keep them informed of site proqress 
and the schedule for public meetings. 

Regions also should include state and local officials in dry 
runs of the meetinq to confirm their role at the meetinq. If the 
officials' role includes speaking, the dry run will provide a 
final opportunity to understand their view before it is aired to 
the public. These dry runs may also help to resolve issues prior 
to a public meeting where there are known differences of opinion 
between the state or local official and EPA. 

Some Reqions also use community orqanizations, such as the 
Leaque of Women Voters, to assist in public meetings. Members of 
the orqanization can provide introductions and even moderate the 
.eetinq. Althouqh not State or local "officials," orqanizations 
like these are viewed as impartial parties, and consequently make 
excellent third-party moderators. Usinq such orqanizations also 
demonstrates to the communi~y the Raqion's willingness to include 
as many member. of the community as possible in the community 
relation. proce.s. 

CODGlu.ioDI usinq state and local officials to assist 
Reqions in community relations activities can be an effective way 
to increase the frequency and consistency of community relations 
at Superfund sit... In order for it to ba effective, Reqions 
must solicit assistance from the officials early in the community 
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relations effort; ensure that the Officials are educated about 
how Superfund works; and maintain an avenue of communications 
with the officials to keep all parties well-informed. state and 
local officials will often have great credibility with citizens 
and their cooperation and participation can help greatly to build 
public confidence ~round Superfund cleanup activities. 

For further information regarding the involvement of State 
and local officials in community relations, please contact 
Melissa Shapiro of my staff at FTS 398-8340 / (703) 308-8340 or 
Jeff Langholz at FTS 398-8341 / (703) 308-8341. 
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TO: 

Innovative Methods to Increase Public Involvement in 
Superfund Community Relations ( perf~ d

f 
aqe~men~u~ 

Review Recommendation '43.A) ~ ~; 

Henry L. Lonqest II, Director 
Offica of Emerqency and Remedial nse ~ ~ 

Director, Waste Manaqement Division, 
Reqions I, IV, V, VII, VIII 

Director, Emerqency and Remedial Response Division, 
Region II 

Director, Hazardous Waste Manaqement Division, 
Reqions III, VI 

Director, Toxic and Waste Manaqement Division, 
Reqion IX 

Director, Hazardous waste Division, 
Reqion X 

Community Relations Coordinators, Reqions I - X 

Purpo.e: To discuss and present innovative techniques for 
increasinq public involvement in Superfund Community Relations. 

Baakqround: The Superfund Manaqement Review found that 
citizens question whether they actually influence EPA's decisions 
reqardinq Superfund sites. Many citizens believe EPA's community 
relations proqram is just "sophisticated public relations" and 
not a proqram to involve citizens in the decision-makinq process. 

Althouqh Superfund is improvinq in its efforts to listen to 
citizen concerns, and where applicable, to incorporate them into 
site decisions, there still is room for more improvement. Rather 
than merely acknowledqe and occasionally utilize citizen input, 
superfund should actively encouraqe such participation. 
Superfund must qo beyond that which is required, and establish 
new and creative methods ot community outreach. 
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Xmpl .. eDtatioD: The six techniques described below have 
proven effective in increasinq public involvement in the 
Superfund process. While some are recent innovations, others 
were developed many years aqo, but new and better ways of usinq 
them have bolstered their effectiveness. The list does not 
pretend to be exhaustive. Instead, it shows some of the outreach 
vehicles Reqions have found to be particularly effective in 
encouraqinq citizen participation. Reqions should make every 
effort to inteqrate as many as possible of these activities into 
the cleanup process. 

i) Citiltp work Groups: Since the mid 1980s, citizen work 
qroups -- alBo known as technical information committees, citizen 
information co~ittees, or community work qroups -- have been 
established at sites across the coUntry. Widely recoqnized as 
one of the best mechanisms for increaBinq public involvement in 
the decision-makinq process, citizen work qroups are structured 
orqanizations for the discussion and exchanqe of information 
between decision-makers and the affected public. Work qroups 
have become more widespread and sophisticated as people realize 
their effectiveness. 

Citizen work qroups qenerally consist of state and local 
officials, representatives from community qroups, and EPA staff 
includinq at least the Remedial Project Manaqer (RPM) and the 
Community Relations Coordinator (CRC). The size of the qroup and 
the number of meetinqs it holds depends on the public's interest 
in the site, activity at the site, and material to be reviewed. 

A successful citizen group does not quarantee aqreement 
about technical issues, nor does it eliminate controversy between 
citizens and EPA. Reqions state that successful work groups help 
EPA identify and understand community concerns that are important 
to address durinq the cleanup process. The groups also qive 
citizens an opportunity to qain a better understandinq of the 
complexity of the cleanup process, as well as the technical 
aspects of the remedial alternatives available. Armed with this 
kind of technical knowledqe and qiven a forum in which to discus. 
their concerns, citizens provide relevant and valuable 
information to aid in decision-makinq. 

A few factors limit the effectiveness of a work qroup. 
occasionally, one or two well-orqanized comaunity intere.ts 
dominate the qroup, squelchinq other important interests or 
obscurinq the community's real concerns. In other instance., 
members of the qroup will fail to report back to their 
constituents, limitinq the dispersal of information. To avoid 
the.e ob.tacle., work qroup •• hould contain a wide repre.entation 
of the coamunity and develop qround rule. for the meetinq. that 
allow all qroup. to participate equally. 
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Work qroups are hiqhly labor-intensive and time-consuminq. 
Also, the additional information citizens receive throuqh the 
work qroup may occasionally result in EPA extendinq comment 
periods to allow them time to understand the technical issues and 
prepare comments. Most Reqions aqree, however, that the benefits 
of havinq the qroup outweiqh any neqative aspects. Their 
experience demonstrates that work qroups are an effective way to 
qive the public a qreater role in the decision-makinq process at 
a Superfund site. 

2) Citizen Superfund JOrk.hopz Few citizens understand the 
complexity of the Superfund process. This frustrates citizens 
who want to be involved at the site and contributes to their 
distrust of the Aqency. One Reqion recently developed a six-hour 
Citizen Superfund Workshop for all Reqions that provides citizens 
with an overview of the Superfund proqram. Throuqh lecture, 
discussion and case studies, the workshop provides partidipants 
with a qeneral summary of the cleanup process, as well as an 
explanation of the various opportunities for public involvement. 

The success of the pilot workshop held in Sprinq 1990 
indicates that it could be a very effective way of increasinq 
public involvement at Superfund sites. Not only does it 
familiarize citizens with the Superfund process, but it also 
tells them when and how to become involved in the process. In 
addition, the workshop itself qets citizens involved with EPA, 
and it qives both parties a chance to meet one another and beqin 
developinq rapport. 

The workshop is especially effective if qiven early in the 
Superfund process. An ideal time is durinq development of the 
Community Relations Plan. Reqions should convey to participants 
that the workshop is not a debate on the merits of the Superfund 
proqram or a precise indication of how work will be conducted at 
their site, but a lesson on how the proqram operates in qeneral. 

The workshop is inexpensive and requires only one or two 
instructors. Guidance materials necessary to conduct the 
workshop have been developed and distributed to all Reqions. 

3) Bilingual commupicationz Bilinqual communication helps 
break lanquaqe barriers that prevent non-Enqlish speakinq 
citizens affected by a Superfund site from becominq involved or 
aware of activities at the site. Reqions have used bilinqual 
fact sheets for many years, most notably in the Spanish and 
Portuque.e lanquaqe.. Recently, a few Reqions have expanded 
their bilinqual services to include translatinq other 
informational materials be.ide. fact sheets, developinq bilinqual 
summar i •• of publicly available technical documents, and 
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providing translators at public meetings and hearings. These 
techniques give non-English speaking citizens access to more 
information about Superfund sites and enable them to participate 
more broadly and effectively in community relations activities. 

4) Citizen AWards for Participation I For a citizen to be 
highly involved at a Superfund site -- organizing and running a 
community group for instance -- requires a good deal of time and 
dedication on the person's part, especially because activities at 
sites span many years. This can deter some citizens from ever 
becoming involved at a site and lead to "burn out" among those 
that do. One Region is encouraging public involvement -- and 
recognizing the dedication it takes -- by presenting the "Citizen 
Participation Award." The award is bestowed on an individual, 
usually representing a citizen group, who has significantly 
contributed to public involvement at a Superfund site in the 
Region. The Region states that the award demonstrates to the 
community the value EPA places on public involvement, and thus 
encourages further participation. 

S) Ingreased Interviews: Increasing the number of 
interviews with citizens is one of the most effective methods to 
enhance citizen participation. Many Regions conduct, where 
necessary, more than the required 15 - 25 interviews to be used 
as a basis of the Community Relations Plan. Depending on the 
site, Regions have conducted anywhere from dozens to hundreds of 
interviews. Regions should not hesitate to increase the number 
of interviews to reflect both the complexity and the level of 
citizen interest at a site. Although this effort may require 
substantial labor and resources at the outset of community 
relations work, it helps ensure that the Region identifies and 
focuses attention on those issues that are most important to the 
community. 

Regions should first determine the scope and history of any 
problems at the Superfund site, using interviews with local 
officials and key citizens, and an availability session o~ public 
forum. If EPA determines, based on this evaluation, that the 
site will likely require more aggressive community involvement, 
the Agency should make plans to significantly expand its 
interviewing efforts. 

Regions have found interviews to be a particularly effective 
way to gather information. Often issues emerge during the 
interviews that some citizens would hesitate to air during a 
public meeting. Increasing the number of interviews enables the 
Region to develop a highly responsive program for addressing 
citizens' concerns and involving the community in the decision
making process. 
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6, Op.n HoUI.s/Ayailability s.,sioDS: Some citizens find 
public meetinqs intimidatinq and may be atraid to voice their 
concerns at them. Open houses -- or availability sessions -
provide an intormal, personal settinq in which citizens can 
discuss their concerns one-on-one with EPA otticials. While open 
houses are not new to public involvement, their use is steadily 
increasinq. Reqions are beqinninq to move beyond only the 
customary "ice-breaker" ,open house, toward a more consistent 
otterinq ot these valuable opportunities throuqhout the process. 

Open houses usually take place at convenient public 
locations where the Reqion can set up displays containinq 
intormation about the site, provide statt to discuss technical 
intormation with citizens, or just meet with the community in an 
intormal manner. Reqions say that the open houses help the 
community learn more about the site and about the EPA otficials 
that will be workinq on it. It helps, one community relations 
coordinator said, "to show ,the community that the RPM and other 
EPA otticials are just people." Another said it enabled the 
Reqion to "hear from other citizens besides the vocal minority 
that tends to dominate public meetinqs." Others use open houses 
to mark strateqic points in the cleanup process. 

Open houses are relatively inexpensive, but require planninq 
and participation from a variety of EPA officials who are 
knowledqeable about the site. 

conclusion: The techniques discussed in this memorandum 
require additional cost and effort. However, by takinq a 
proactive approach to community relations, and qoinq a step 
beyond the required activities, the supertund proqram will better 
avoid or resolve conflict with citizens. By encouraqinq mutually 
satisfactory two-way communication and promotinq increased public 
involvement in site decision-makinq, the Superfund proqram will 
move closer toward acceptance of citizens as leqitimate partners 
in the cleanup process. The techniques for increasinq citizen 
participation outlined in this memorandum will help achieve this 
qoal. 

For turther informatiop reqardinq public involvement in 
Supertund, please contact Melissa Shapiro or Jett Lanqholz ot my 
statt at FTS 398-8340 and FTS 398-8341, respectively. 
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This Appendix reviews the CERCLA enforce
ment program and discusses enforcement actions, 
community involvement, and the administrative 
record. It provides specific discussions on: 

•	 Community interview planning and develop
ment of Community Involvement Plans (CIPs) 
for enforcement-lead sites; 

•	 Enforcement activities requiring public partici
pation; 

•	 Community involvement during specific 
enforcement actions and settlements; and 

•	 The relationship between community involve
ment and the administrative record for remedy 
selection. 

The chapter discusses how enforcement actions 
may affect overall community involvement 
planning and activities. Enforcement-lead sites 
occasionally are more complex because there 
may be a degree of mistrust between the af
fected community and the responsible parties. 
The process for negotiating a fair, effective 
remedy and oversight of responsible party work 
needs to be explained to the public. This chapter 
provides some guidance on how this can be done. 

C.1 OVERVIEW OF THE 
CERCLA ENFORCEMENT 
PROGRAM 
CERCLA created two complementary methods 
to cleanup hazardous waste sites. The first 
program uses a trust fund to clean up pollutants 
and contaminants at these sites. The second 
program provides EPA the authority to identify 
potentially responsible parties (PRPs) linked to 
the site. PRPs are those who may have owned or 
operated hazardous waste sites, or generated, 
transported, or disposed of hazardous substances. 
CERCLA gives EPA the authority to negotiate 
settlements for site cleanup work or to issue 
administrative orders directing them to do so. 
EPA may also sue PRPs to repay the costs of 
such actions when the trust fund has been used. 

Since the passage of CERCLA in 1980, several 
States have written similar laws. They too may 
undertake site cleanup and recover costs from 
PRPs. Citing their own authority, they may issue 
orders or enter into settlement agreements with 
PRPs. The enforcement process is essentially the 
same as followed by EPA. 

The agency attempts to identify PRPs as early as 
possible. Where practical, the agency notifies 
these parties of their potential liability when the 
site is scheduled for some action. The agency will 
then encourage the PRPs to do the work. If the 
PRPs are willing and capable of doing the work, 
the agency will attempt to negotiate an enforce
ment agreement with them. The settlement 
document for conducting agreed upon removals 
or remedial investigations and feasibility studies 
(RI/FS) is generally an administrative order on 
consent (AOC), which is signed outside of court. 

On other occasions, a judicial consent decree 
may be signed, which a judge reviews and 
approves. The Department of Justice (DOJ) files 
the settlement agreement with the court on behalf 
of EPA. Consent decrees are primarily used for 
remedial design and remedial action (RD/RA). 
The agency then will oversee the work per
formed by the PRPs. Both AOCs and consent 
decrees are enforceable in court. 

If a settlement is not reached, the agency can use 
its authority to issue a unilateral administrative 
order (UAO) directing PRPs to perform removal 
or remedial actions at a site. If the PRPs do not 
respond to an administrative order, the agency 
has the option of filing suit to compel perfor
mance. 

Finally, if the PRPs do not perform the work and 
the agency undertakes it, a suit may be brought 
against the PRPs. When there is evidence tying 
them to the pollution at the site, the agency will 
try to recover site expenditures. This is known as 
“cost recovery,” and is an agency priority. 

Agency staff should try to help citizens under
stand Superfund program goals and activities, 

133 



134

The most current version 
of this publication is 

available at 
www.epa.gov/superfund 

including enforcement actions. In this effort, the 
agency needs to consider the concerns of the 
local community. If community concerns are fully 
identified early in the remedial process, the 
agency is better able to address these concerns in 
the proposed plan. 

C.2 COMMUNITY 
INVOLVEMENT RELATED 
TO ENFORCEMENT 
ACTIVITIES AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE 
RECORDS 
In fostering community involvement during 
enforcement actions, community involvement 
coordinators (CICs) should follow the same steps 
as for fund-financed projects. The steps critical to 
community involvement are conducting interviews 
of local citizens and formulating a Community 
Involvement Plan (CIP). Once the CIP has been 
developed, the CIC and other members of the site 
team should ensure that community involvement 
activities outlined in the plan take place. The 
administrative record file (the incomplete record 
as it is being compiled) can be used to ensure that 
the public is informed of site activities and how to 
get involved in decisions made at the site. 

C.2.1 Community Interviews 

In addition to general preparation for community 
interviews (see Handbook Section 5.4 and Toolkit 
Tab 5), community involvement staff should work 
with technical and legal staff to identify special 
precautions that should be taken during commu
nity interviews (e.g., where there is sensitivity to 
pending litigation or the political climate of the 
community). By discussing the site with the 
Remedial Project Manager (RPM) and other staff 
in advance of the interviews, community involve
ment staff can be better prepared to address local 
concerns. 

The community involvement staff, with the RPM 
and legal staff, should interview different local 
groups before developing the CIP. Some inter
views may already have been conducted in the 
community as part of the ranking process for the 
National Priorities List (NPL). These early 
discussions, however, do not replace community 
interviews held during development of a CIP. The 
information sought covers specific areas that are 
not necessarily discussed during the listing 
process. 

Community involvement coordinators are not 
investigators of PRP actions at the site. If this 
type of information is volunteered during inter
views, the CIC should advise the resident that 
civil investigators will follow-up on this informa
tion. The CIC should inform civil investigators of 
such pertinent information. 

To incorporate the full range of views, agency 
staff may consider interviewing PRPs residing in 
the community. In some cases, only the current 
owner or operator is contacted. The circum
stances and PRPs vary at every site. Significant 
variables include PRP contribution of hazardous 
wastes to the site and their standing in the 
community. The site response team will deter
mine whom to interview. This team is composed 
of the CIC, On-Scene Coordinator (OSC) or 
RPM, Regional Counsel, and equivalents at the 
State level when the State has the lead. 

C.2.2 Community Involvement Plans 

Using information obtained during the community 
interviews, the agency develops a CIP that 
reflects consideration of local concerns and styles 
of communication preferred by the community. 
The CIP format is described in Handbook Section 
5.4 and Toolkit Tab 7. 

The CIP is a critical planning tool for agency staff 
and the public, as it will likely affect many people. 
CIPs for sites with viable PRPs should receive 
input from all members of the site response team 
directly affected by activities scheduled in the 
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plan. These team members will jointly develop the 
CIP at PRP-lead sites. For example, attorneys 
should approve the accuracy of legal information 
and technical staff should verify physical descrip
tions and contaminants at the site. 

The community involvement staff should insert 
methods to enhance public participation into the 
CIP, citing characteristics of the community. The 
CICs may also wish to consider that some sites 
will take years to clean up. A long-term response 
action may require creative planning to keep the 
public informed at various points along the way. 
The CIP may be used to reflect such a strategy. 

The CIC is ultimately responsible for ensuring 
that the community involvement requirements of 
CERCLA are fulfilled. Therefore, the CIC is 
responsible for approving the CIP with concur
rence on specific sections by members of the 
team. 

Internal discussions with all team members during 
project planning is a useful mechanism for 
guarding against releases of information that 
might be detrimental to the enforcement process. 
Coordination activities among community involve
ment staff, technical staff, and legal counsel 
depend on the site-specific situation. The key is to 
plan activities and then agree upon procedures for 
reviewing information. This need for coordina
tion is perhaps the most crucial message of 
this chapter. Although the agency must share 
information about a site with those directly 
affected by the site, this information exchange 
should be technical and not legal, and must be 
coordinated so as not to jeopardize negotiations 
with PRPs. 

Community involvement activities outlined in a 
CIP for a PRP-lead site should not compromise 
the settlement process and the likely schedule of 
enforcement actions. Technical discussions may 
be identified in the CIP as community involve
ment activities. The CIP should document the 
agency’s approach to coordinating and sharing 
information with PRPs. Special conditions on 
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agency interaction with PRPs should be spelled 
out in the administrative order or consent decree, 

The public must be informed early when PRPs 
are willing to participate in community involve

should know that the site response team prepared 
the plan. Staff should do this by preparing a fact 

retains all decision-making authority and directs 
all community involvement activities—not the 
responsible parties. 

The CIP also should describe the litigation 
process. Community involvement staff may 

potential effects that litigation may have on the 
scope of community involvement activities. If 
litigation is pursued, the CIP will be amended to 
reflect the potential effects of litigation on com
munity involvement activities. When referral for 
litigation is the initial enforcement action, the CIP 
should specify activities that are to be conducted 
during litigation to the extent known at that time. 

Once a case is in court, only information that can 
be ascertained from court files will be available to 

must be cleared with DOJ before issuance. The 
Office of Regional Counsel (ORC) team member 
will arrange for that clearance and consult with 
DOJ on statements concerning site status, such 
as investigations, risk assessments, and response 
work. The ORC is responsible for informing staff 
about consultations with DOJ. 

Involvement 

The agency in charge of response actions will 
develop and carry out community involvement 
activities at enforcement-lead sites. PRPs may 
participate in community involvement activities 
only at the discretion of the Regional Office. 

Office will oversee any PRP community involve

not in the CIP. 

ment activities identified in the CIP, but they 

sheet and stating this at a public meeting. EPA 

choose to describe EPA interaction with DOJ and 

the public. Agency statements about the case 

C.2.3 Potentially Responsible Party 

PRPs do not develop the CIP. The Regional 
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ment activities. PRPs may be involved in commu
nity involvement activities at sites where they are 
conducting a removal, RI/FS, RD/RA, or opera
tion and maintenance. If a PRP will be involved in 
community involvement activities, the CIP should 
reflect that involvement. In these cases, the 
PRPs may wish to participate in public meetings 
or in the preparation of fact sheets that the 
agency must review before release to the public. 
The contents of press releases, however, will not 
be “negotiated” with PRPs. 

The completed CIP should be provided to all 
interested parties and placed in the administrative 
record file and information repository. If the CIP 
is revised, the final revised copy should be made 
available to the public and placed in the adminis
trative record file and information repository. 

C.3 ENFORCEMENT 
ACTIONS AND 
COMMUNITY 
INVOLVEMENT AT 
REMEDIAL SITES 
C.3.1 Introduction 

Community involvement activities should be 
planned as early in the enforcement process as 
possible. Generally, this should occur before the 
issuance of a RI/FS special notice. Meetings with 
small groups of citizens, local officials and other 
interested parties are extremely helpful for 
sharing general information and resolving ques
tions. These meetings may also serve to provide 
information on the agency’s general enforcement 
process. The information repository and adminis
trative record are sources from which the public 
may obtain information about the site, general 
Superfund process, and other agency materials. A 
detailed discussion of the relationship between the 
administrative record and information repositories 
can be found below in Section C.6.5 of this 
Appendix. 

Litigation generally does not occur until after the 
remedy is selected. However, community involve
ment staff may need to explain early in the 
process that legal constraints on community 
involvement activities may apply during negotia
tions or litigation. 

C.3.2 Notice to Potentially Responsible 
Parties 

Notice letters are used to inform PRPs of their 
potential liability and provide an opportunity for 
them to enter into negotiations. The list of PRPs 
should be provided to staff for inclusion on the 
site mailing list. 

Well before the RI/FS starts, EPA usually sends 
an information request letter to PRPs about their 
activity at the site. “General notice” letters are 
then sent to PRPs advising them of possible 
liability. A “special notice” letter (SNL) will be 
sent to PRPs prior to the initiation of a RI/FS or 
RD/RA. The SNL begins a 60-day moratorium 
for the PRPs to submit a good faith offer stating 
that they are willing to do the work. After the 
close of the moratorium, the agency can choose 
to initiate work if it determines PRPs are acting in 
bad faith or are incapable of doing the work. 

If a good faith offer is received, an additional 30 
days are available for negotiating the RI/FS and 
60 days for the RD/RA. A 30-day extension to 
the RD/RA moratorium can be granted by the 
Regional Administrator and a second 30-day 
extension by the Assistant Administrator for 
OSWER. In total, RI/FS negotiations may last 90 
days and RD/RA can take 180 days. Detailed 
guidance on issuance of notice letters is discussed 
fully in the Interim Guidance on Notice Letters, 
Negotiations, and Information Exchange 
(OSWER Directive 9834.10). 

In cases where EPA decides it is inappropriate to 
issue special notice letters, CERCLA §122(a) 
requires PRP notification in writing of this deci
sion. The justification for not issuing the special 
notice must state why it was not appropriate to 
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enter into formal negotiations. This justification 
should be provided to all identified PRPs and to 
Administrative Record Coordinators (ARCs) for 
placement in the administrative record. 

C.3.3 Negotiations 

The confidentiality of statements made during 
negotiations is a well-established principle of our 
legal system. Its purpose is to promote a thorough 
and frank discussion of the issues between the 
parties to resolve differences. Confidentiality not 
only limits what may be revealed publicly, but also 
ensures that offers and counter-offers made in 
the course of negotiations will not be used by one 
party against the other in ensuing litigation. 

Negotiations about private party response actions 
or payment of cleanup costs are conducted in 
confidential sessions between the PRPs and EPA 
or the State. Special educational efforts should be 
made prior to the negotiation moratorium to warn 
the public that little information will be available to 
them during negotiations. Neither the public nor 
the technical advisor (if one has been hired by a 
community) may participate in negotiations 
between EPA, DOJ, and the PRPs unless all 
parties agree. Otherwise, the ability of the parties 
to assert confidentiality at some later date may be 
affected. Instead of direct participation by the 
public in negotiations, community involvement 
staff may wish to mail out a fact sheet on the 
Superfund enforcement process and the morato
rium schedules for the specific site. 

PRPs may be unwilling to negotiate without a 
guarantee of confidentiality. They may fear public 
disclosure regarding their personal liability and 
other sensitive issues that may damage their 
litigation position or standing in the community. 
This expectation of confidentiality restricts the 
type and amount of information that can be made 
public. 

ORC staff should consult with and obtain the 
approval of other members of the technical and 
Regional Counsel team before releasing any 

information regarding negotiations. If the site has 
been referred or is in litigation, DOJ approval also 
should be obtained. 

The public should be informed when agreements 
are reached (when AOCs are signed, UAOs are 
issued, and consent decrees are referred to DOJ, 
lodged, and entered by the court). A press release 
may be issued if a site mailing list has not yet 
been established. If a mailing list exists, notices 
can be sent at the time of the press release. 

C.3.4 Community Involvement Following a 
RI/FS Order 

RI/FS settlements usually take the form of an 
AOC. When PRPs are not willing to cooperate, 
EPA (or a State that has its own legal authority) 
may issue a UAO. UAOs are a powerful en
forcement tool to help facilitate settlement. Their 
most apparent use is to order PRPs to do the 
work. 

EPA rarely issues UAOs for a RI/FS. This is 
because ordering a recalcitrant PRP to conduct 
studies that assess the nature and extent of 
contamination at a site can result in bad perfor
mance and slow the site cleanup. In cases where 
PRPs do not sign an AOC, EPA will normally 
fund the work and pursue cost recovery. 

When the PRPs are conducting a RI/FS, the 
settlement triggers a “kick-off” meeting with the 
public to explain the AOC and outline the next 
steps. Community involvement, technical and 
legal staff should attend this meeting. Issues that 
should be clarified include EPA approval of the 
PRP’s work plan, PRPs performance of the RI/ 
FS, and agency oversight of the PRP’s work. A 
fact sheet on the RI/FS process should be 
distributed at this meeting and sent to those on the 
site mailing list, including local officials. An 
announcement should be made about where the 
administrative record file will be located (see 
Handbook Section 5.4 and Toolkit Tab 21). The 
administrative record will include the detailed 
analysis of alternatives and all RI/FS information 
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It should be used as a tool to facilitate public 
involvement in that selection. 

While the RI/FS is being performed, CICs can 
involve the public in a number of ways. For 
example, small group discussions or workshops 
can be held to discuss the RI/FS. Fact sheets can 
be developed with the assistance of the RPM 
about progress at the site and sent to those on the 

groups encouraged to fill out applications (see 
Handbook Section 5.4 and Toolkit Tab 41). 

When the RI/FS is completed, the agency will 
issue a proposed plan and publish a notice an

the notice is to be published in a major local 
newspaper of general circulation. The notice 
should be a “display” advertisement rather than 

comment period of at least 30 calendar days is to 
be provided for the public to submit oral and 
written comments. This comment period can be 
extended to 60 days upon request by the public. 

An opportunity for a public meeting is required 

the meeting on the proposed plan is to be avail
able to the public in the administrative record file, 
and may be distributed through the information 
repositories or upon request. See Handbook 
Appendix A for a complete outline of these 
specific public participation requirements and 
Toolkit Tab 32 for more on public meetings. 

After the public comment period on the proposed 
plan has closed, a responsiveness summary is 
prepared. It provides lead agency decision
makers with information about community 
preferences on remedial alternatives and general 
concerns about the site. It also demonstrates to 
members of the public how their comments were 

Record of Decision (ROD) is then issued as the 
final proposed plan for a particular site or oper

the agency considered in selecting a final remedy. 

site mailing list. The Technical Assistance Grant 
(TAG) program can be discussed, and interested 

nouncing a public comment period. At a minimum, 

buried in the “legal notices” section. A formal 

during the public comment period. A transcript of 

considered during the decision-making process. A 

able unit at the site. Most NPL sites are divided 
into distinct areas, depending on the work to be 
conducted at each area and the physical charac
teristics of the overall site. For example, operable 
unit #1 may refer to soil cleanup, while operable 
unit #2 may be for groundwater cleanup. 

Both the ROD and the responsiveness summary 
will be placed in the administrative record file and 
other information repositories. In addition, the 
responsiveness summary may be distributed to 
commenters and those on the site mailing list. See 
Handbook Appendix A and Toolkit Tabs 33 and 
36 for further information on requirements for 
public notices and availability of the ROD and 
responsiveness summary. 

C.3.5 Public Notice and Comment on 
Consent Decrees for RD/RA 

After publication of the ROD, the agency will 
attempt to reach agreement on a RD/RA under 
strict negotiation deadlines. PRPs often prefer to 
reach a negotiated settlement rather than be 
subject to the terms of a UAO. 

When a negotiated settlement is reached, the 
proposed consent decree will be submitted to the 
U.S. District Court for approval, as required
under CERCLA §122(d)(1). It is a legally binding 
agreement between the agency and the PRPs. In 
some cases, the State signs as a third party to the 
agreement. The delay between the time the 
consent decree is referred to DOJ and lodged 
with the court may be as long as several months. 
To let the public know of the agreement, a press 
release may be issued at this time announcing the 
settlement and its terms. 

At the time DOJ lodges the consent decree with 
the court, a notice of the proposed agreement 
must be published in the Federal Register. There 
must also be a notice of a public comment period 
on the proposed consent decree before its entry 
by the court as a final judgment. 

Responsible parties who are non-settlers to the 
agreement usually take this opportunity to raise 
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their own concerns. They may go so far as to file 
a court case to block entry of the consent decree. 
States may do likewise if they believe a consent 
decree does not protect their interests. 

The public comment period must be at least 30 
calendar days in length and may be extended 
upon request. The proposed consent decree may 
be withdrawn or modified if comments demon
strate that it is inappropriate, improper, or inad
equate. 

To ensure that public comment opportunities are 
extended to interested parties, agency staff may 
issue a second press release after the consent 
decree has been lodged as a proposed judgment 
with the court. For PRP-lead sites, DOJ should 
notify the Regional Counsel for the particular site 
and provide a copy of the Federal Register 
notice of the decree. Regional Counsel should 
ensure that technical and community involvement 
staff are informed of this. 

Community involvement staff can then mail 
copies of the press release or copies of the 
Federal Register notice to persons on the site 
mailing list. The press release should indicate how 
copies of the consent decree document may be 
obtained, including its location and that of other 
relevant documents. The procedures for public 
comment on the consent decree and a contact 
name for obtaining further information also should 
be announced. The public notice and press 
release for the consent decree may be combined. 

Communications with the public should focus on 
the remedial provisions of the settlement agree
ment. Details of the negotiations, such as the 
behavior, attitudes, or legal positions of PRPs, any 
compromises incorporated in the settlement 
agreement, evidence, or attorney work-products, 
must remain confidential. 

Section 102 of OSWER Directive 9835.17, U.S. 
EPA Model CERCLA RD/RA Consent Decree, 
provides specific language about responsible 
party participation in community involvement: 
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(and the State) their participation in the Com
munity Involvement Plan to be developed by 

for the Settling Defendants under the plan. 
Settling Defendants shall also cooperate with 

shall participate in the preparation of such 
information by dissemination to the public and 
in public meetings which may be held or 

activities at or relating to the Site.” 

During the formal comment period, a public 

opportunity for a public meeting when there are 
significant community issues or concerns or the 
site team thinks a meeting is prudent. If held 
during the public comment period, these meetings 
should be documented and significant oral com
ments received during the meeting addressed in a 
response to comments document on the consent 
decree. 

Based on new information or because of techni

be necessary to amend the original ROD to 
justify a change in scope, performance, or cost of 
the final plan. If the changes do not fundamen
tally alter the remedy selected in the ROD, the 
agency must issue an explanation of significant 
differences and make the explanation and sup
porting information available to the public in the 

A notice that briefly summarizes the significant 
differences and the reasons for them must be 
published in a major local newspaper of general 
circulation. 

On rare occasions, a selected remedy may be 
found ineffective during the implementation 
phase. The agency will then propose a different 

a ROD requires a public comment period that 
should, if possible, coincide and be held jointly 

“Settling Defendants shall propose to EPA 

EPA. EPA will determine the appropriate role 

EPA (and the State) in providing information 
regarding the Work to the public. As requested 
by EPA (or the State), Settling Defendants 

sponsored by EPA (or the State) to explain 

meeting may be held. Agency staff must offer the 

cal difficulties in implementing a remedy, it may 

administrative record and information repository. 

remedy and amend the ROD. An amendment to 
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with the comment period for the consent decree. 
See Handbook Section 5.10 for further discussion 
of post-ROD significant changes. 

Once the public comment period on the proposed 
consent decree has closed, DOJ staff (in coop

each significant comment and write a response. 
DOJ will then file a “Motion to Enter” the 
consent decree, response to comments, and 
comments received. The Motion to Enter the 
consent decree and response to comments are 
released to the public at the same time. The 
agency should use information repositories to 

third press release may be issued at this time 
announcing entry of the consent decree. 

Remediation 

The lead agency retains responsibility for commu
nity involvement during a PRP-lead remediation 
that conforms with a consent decree or any 

community involvement activities will be the same 
as for fund-lead response actions. When PRPs 
participate in community involvement activities at 

may show sufficient interest, commitment, and 
capability to warrant some level of participation. 
The lead agency should then re-evaluate the 

and a new CIP may be developed. PRP involve
ment in community involvement activities also 
may be addressed in the consent decree or other 
enforcement orders. 

information and provide an orientation to the 
enforcement process. One of the objectives in 
holding technical meetings is to explain how the 
remedy may or will (depending on whether a 
ROD has been signed) address the conditions of 

eration with EPA and State staff) will consider 

make these documents available to the public. A 

C.3.6 Community Involvement During PRP 

enforcement order. The scope and nature of 

the site, EPA, State, and PRP roles need to be 
explicitly defined. A PRP may not have been 
involved in the initial stages of the CIP, but later 

PRP’s role in conducting community involvement 

C.3.7 Technical Discussions 

Technical meetings are used to share technical 

the site. Workshops exploring the approach to the 
site and project status can occur at any point up 
to and beyond remedy selection. If held during 
RI/FS or RD/RA negotiations, they should be 
separate from legal discussions. The RPM may 
host a technical discussion without PRP concur
rence. However, willingness of the PRPs to 
participate may facilitate a more open and honest 
dialogue with the community. 

Technical information must be documented and 
made available to the public in the administrative 
record file up to the signing of the ROD. Techni
cal or factual information discussed during RI/FS 
negotiations also should be included in the admin
istrative record file. Issues of liability, however, 
are not included in the administrative record file 
unless that liability information was relied upon 
for selecting the remedy. 

Community groups may need assistance inter
preting technical information on the nature of the 
contaminants, their relative risk, and alternatives 
for investigation and cleanup. EPA can provide 
Technical Assistance Grants (TAGs) to communi
ties to hire their own consultants. See Handbook 
Section 5.4 and Toolkit Tab 41 for further discus
sion of these grants. 

C.4 COMMUNITY 
INVOLVEMENT DURING 
REMOVAL ACTIONS 
Public participation during removal actions should 
be encouraged to the extent possible. However, 
there will be times when this participation may 
need to be constrained. The NCP, this Handbook, 
and removal guidance establish the community 
involvement and administrative record require
ments for removal actions. 

The enforcement program encourages PRPs to 
conduct or pay for removal actions where 
appropriate. The lead agency may arrive at an 
agreement with the PRPs to conduct a removal 
at any time, typically using an AOC. In the 



141

The most current version 
of this publication is 

available at 
www.epa.gov/superfund 

absence of a negotiated agreement, EPA or the 
State (where they have the authority) may issue a 
UAO to a PRP to undertake a removal. 

By their nature, situations that require emergency 
removals do not allow for extensive public 
involvement. Adjustments to the community 
involvement process must be made to accommo
date time constraints. Community involvement 
requirements for removal actions are outlined in 
Handbook Chapter 6 and Appendix A. In general, 
the longer the planning period prior to on-site 
removal activities, the more extensive the com
munity involvement requirements. 

UAOs and AOCs are public documents available 
to the affected community through the adminis
trative record file. In addition, community involve
ment staff should discuss the terms of the order 
and describe the removal action to citizens, local 
officials, and the media. If the PRP subsequently 
fails to respond to the order, public statements 
regarding future actions at the site should be 
cleared with appropriate technical and legal staff. 

Community involvement activities during remov
als conducted by PRPs should be the same as for 
fund-financed removals. PRPs may participate in 
community involvement, subject to the consider
ations described in Section C.2.3 above. 

C.5 COMMUNITY 
INVOLVEMENT DURING 
SPECIFIC ENFORCEMENT 
ACTIONS AND 
SETTLEMENTS 
C.5.1 Mixed Funding, De Minimis and Cost 
Recovery Settlements 

EPA is advocating an enforcement-first policy 
that maximizes the use of various settlement tools 
to increase the number of sites remediated using 
private resources. The use of mixed funding and 
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de minimis agreements offer innovative ap
proaches to the settlement process. 

Mixed funding agreements are settlements 

less than 100 percent of the response costs. The 
three types of mixed funding settlements are: 

• Preauthorization: Settling PRPs agree to 

to pay for part of the costs by approving, in 
advance, the basic elements of a claim for 

upon amount of work, the PRPs may file their 
claim against the Fund. 

• PRPs conduct discrete portions 
of the response activity while the agency 

• Cash Outs: Settling PRPs pay a portion of 
the response costs and the agency conducts 
the response action. 

Characteristics of the site and PRPs may lend 
themselves to mixed funding settlements. In 
general, the best candidates for mixed funding are 
cases in which the PRPs offer a substantial 
portion of the total response costs and the agency 
has a strong case against financially viable non
settling PRPs. 

In general, a PRP may be considered a de 
minimis contributor if the contribution of waste, 

to other hazardous substances present at the site. 

documented, and the settlement should involve a 
minor portion of the response costs. De minimis 
settlements may be reached with PRPs who 
meet the basic requirements of CERCLA 
§122(g)(1). 

A PRP also can be a de minimis landowner if he 
did not conduct or permit the generation or 
handling of any hazardous substances on his 

ute to the release of contamination at the site or 
had any knowledge of the generation, transporta

whereby EPA settles with some of the PRPs for 

conduct the response action and EPA agrees 

reimbursement. After completion of an agreed

Mixed Work:

conducts the remainder. 

by amount and toxicity, is minimal in comparison 

Volume and toxicity information must be well

property. He could assert that he did not contrib
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tion, storage, treatment, or disposal of any hazard
ous substances at the time he purchased the 
property. This could ultimately be proven as a 
valid third-party innocent landowner defense. 

De minimis settlements can be finalized through 
an administrative order on consent or consent 
decree. The first de minimis contributor and the 
first de minimis landowner settlements in each 
Region require Headquarters concurrence. 
Subsequent settlements require Headquarters 
consultation. DOJ concurrence is required for de 
minimis settlements at sites where total response 
costs exceed $500,000. 

Cost recovery settlements or arbitration under 
CERCLA §122(h) are pursued to return revenues 
to the Trust Fund and encourage voluntary PRP 
response. The lead agency is required to publish a 
notice of the proposed mixed funding, de minimis, 
or cost recovery agreements in the Federal 
Register. The notices must identify the facilities 
concerned and the parties to the proposed 
settlements. 

A public comment period of at least 30 days is 
required for all Federal consent decrees. Agency 
staff should provide notice, such as a press 
release, notice to persons on the site mailing list 
or an advertisement in a local newspaper of 
general circulation, to supplement the Federal 
Register notice. A press release should provide a 
contact for further information. 

The agency must consider all comments filed and 
determine if the proposed settlement requires 
modification where comments demonstrate that 
the proposed agreement is inappropriate, im
proper, or inadequate. The final settlement and 
response to comments must be released at the 
same time to the public. This can be accom
plished by placing both documents in the adminis
trative record file. The responsiveness summary 
also should be sent to those who commented. 

Settling PRPs will receive notice from the agency 
that the agreement will go into effect unchanged 
or that modifications are required. A statement 

that the responsiveness summary may be ob
tained from the administrative record file or upon 
request should be added to this notice. 

C.5.2 Injunctive Litigation 

An injunctive case may be referred to DOJ for 
litigation at any point in the enforcement process, 
which may change the scope of community 
involvement activities. Community involvement 
activities at the site should be re-evaluated by the 
site team, and changes to accommodate confi
dentiality should be agreed upon by the site team, 
including DOJ. While consideration should be 
given to implementing the existing Community 
Involvement Plan, litigation may require changes 
in public disclosures. For example, the court may 
impose a gag order or place restrictions on 
information released during negotiations or at 
public meetings that address the site remedy. 
Under these circumstances, the DOJ attorney 
will advise the site team on how to proceed. 

C.5.3 Cost Recovery 

Where a fund-financed cleanup is conducted, 
EPA may sue PRPs to recover costs. Cost 
recovery generally follows removal actions or the 
start of remedy construction. Community interest 
in the site may have lessened by this time unless 
other operable units remain to be addressed. 

A spokesperson chosen by the site team, in 
coordination with DOJ, should take the lead in 
responding to inquiries regarding current site 
conditions. All inquiries regarding litigation should 
be forwarded to the lead agency cost recovery 
team, which will prepare a response, subject to 
the concurrence of DOJ. 

C.5.4 Interaction with RCRA and other 
Federal and State Laws 

RCRA §3008(h), the interim status corrective 
action authority, allows EPA to take enforcement 
action to require cleanup at a RCRA interim 
status facility when the agency has information 
that there has been a release of hazardous waste 
or other contaminants. Two orders are frequently 

142 



143

used to implement the cleanup program. The first 
order requires the facility owner or operator to 
conduct a RCRA Facility Investigation/Corrective 
Measures Study (RFI/CMS), similar to the RI/FS. 
Once the remedy has been selected, a second 
order requires design, construction, and imple
mentation of that remedy. 

RCRA guidance outlines minimum public involve
ment requirements and suggestions on how to 
expand that involvement. In many ways the 
RCRA guidance uses procedures and ideas 
drawn from the Superfund community involve
ment program. Thus, coordination is useful 
between Superfund and RCRA staff at sites 
where actions under both CERCLA and RCRA 
are anticipated. Superfund CICs may want to 
become familiar with this guidance and with 
RCRA Public Involvement Coordinators to 
ensure that the agency presents a coordinated 
approach. Refer to OSWER Directive 9901.3, 
Guidance for Public Involvement in RCRA 
Section 3008(h) Actions, for specific informa
tion on RCRA actions taken under §3008(h). 

Familiarity with other Federal or State laws, such 
as the Clean Air and Clean Water Acts, generally 
makes the role of the community involvement 
coordinator easier because many media often are 
represented at a hazardous waste site. A general 
knowledge of Federal or State requirements helps 
in conversing with the public. 

C.6 THE ADMINISTRATIVE 
RECORD AS PART OF 
COMMUNITY 
INVOLVEMENT 
C.6.1 Overview 

CERCLA §113(k)(l) requires the establishment of 
an administrative record, which serves as the 
basis for selecting a remedy at a Superfund site. 
It also requires that a copy of the administrative 
record be made available to the public at a central 

location and a location at or near the site. 
§113(k)(2) requires EPA to outline procedures for 
interested persons to participate in developing the 
administrative record. Subpart I of the NCP 
details how the administrative record file (the 
incomplete record as it is being compiled) is 
assembled, maintained, and made available to the 
public. After the signing of the ROD, referencing 
the “file” is no longer necessary. 

Throughout the decision-making process, from 
remedial investigation to selection of remedy, the 
administrative record file must be available for 
public inspection. The information in the record 
file is crucial to the public since it contains the 
information upon which the lead agency bases its 
decisions when selecting a final remedy. Commu
nity involvement staff should use the record file 
as a tool to facilitate public involvement. 

Publicly available documents concerning remedy 
selection have to be available to all interested 
parties at the same time. Lead agency staff are 
required to provide opportunities to the public to 
review and comment on site information. For 
example, if the lead agency requests PRPs to 
review a plan, other local residents should review 
the plan as well. When a kick-off meeting is 
scheduled to explain the final work plan and 
obtain opinions, all members of the public, includ
ing residents and PRPs, should be invited. 

Documents that contain confidential or privileged 
information that is considered or relied upon for 
selecting a response action should be placed only 
in the confidential portion of the administrative 
record file. To the extent feasible, the documents 
should be summarized in such a way as to be 
disclosable and the summary placed in the 
publicly available portion. 

The administrative record file and CIP should be 
made available to the public no later than the 
initiation of the remedial investigation phase, 
which is usually when the RI/FS work plan is 
approved. The timing for establishing the adminis
trative record file for a removal action depends 
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on the nature of the removal. According to NCP 
§300.820(a)(1), for removals with a planning 
period of at least six months before the start of 
on-site activities, the record file must be made 
available to the public when the engineering 
evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) or its equivalent 
is available for public comment. For removals 
with a planning period of less than six months, the 
record file must be available to the public no later 
than 60 days after the start of on-site cleanup. 

C.6.2 Purpose of the Administrative 
Record 

The administrative record has two purposes. 
First, the record provides an opportunity for the 
public to be involved in the process of selecting a 
remedy for the site. During this process, informa
tion is reviewed and made available in the publicly 
accessible administrative record file. Second, if 
the lead agency is challenged concerning the 
adequacy of a response action, judicial review of 
that selection will be limited to the administrative 
record. This means that a court’s review is based 
upon the same information that was before the 
lead agency at the time of its decision. The public 
should be advised that their comments have to be 
submitted in a timely manner to be considered. 

C.6.3 Community Involvement Coordinator 
Responsibilities for the Administrative 
Record 

The OSC or RPM, in consultation with the 
Regional Counsel, is responsible for deciding 
which documents are to be included in the 
administrative record. The Administrative Record 
Coordinator (ARC) is responsible for its compila
tion and maintenance. The Regional Administra
tor or his designate is responsible for certification 
of the record for litigation. Community involve
ment staff will have some general duties in 
developing the record file, but every Region has 
defined different roles. In general, community 
involvement staff should focus on the relationship 
of the administrative record file to information 
repositories, public notices, and public comments. 

Community involvement staff and administrative 
record staff should coordinate the location of the 
administrative record file and information reposi
tory. CERCLA requires that the administrative 
record be available to the public at or near the 
facility for public inspection and copying. If the 
information repository does not contain a copying 
facility, the Region or State may want to arrange 
for copying the record file. EPA is not required to 
copy the information for interested parties. 

The notice of availability for the administrative 
record is to be published in a major local newspa
per of general circulation. A copy of that public 
notice is to be placed in the record file and may 
also be made available to the public through the 
community involvement mailing list (see Section 
C.6.1 for a discussion of when the administrative
record file must be made available to the public). 
This notice may be combined with other notices 
of availability depending on the timing of activity 
at a site. Note that the public is not notified each 
time a document is added to the record file. 

Notices should be coordinated between commu
nity involvement and administrative record staffs 
to use resources most efficiently. For a more 
complete discussion of the notice of availability, 
consult OSWER Directive 9833.3A-1, Final 
Guidance on Administrative Records for 
Selecting CERCLA Response Actions. 

The completed CIP is to be placed in the adminis
trative record file. Community involvement staff 
should advise the Administrative Record Coordi
nator that the CIP is final and provide a copy. 

Information in records of communication gener
ated by the community involvement staff that are 
considered or relied on in selecting the response 
action should be included in the record file. In 
addition, community involvement staff should take 
appropriate steps to ensure that community 
involvement documents required to be placed in 
the administrative record file are provided to the 
Regional official responsible for the record file. 
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The text of all comments submitted during the 
public comment period by the public, including 
PRPs, should be included in the record file. 
Responses to all significant comments (in the 
responsiveness summary) must also be placed in 
the administrative record file. The responses may 
be combined by subject or other category. 

The record file should reflect the agency’s 
consideration of all significant public comments. 
The agency may notify commenters that com
ments submitted prior to a formal public comment 
period must be resubmitted or specifically identi
fied during the public comment period to receive 
formal response by the agency. Alternatively, the 
agency may notify a commenter that the agency 
will respond to the comment in a responsiveness 
summary prepared at a later date. The agency, 
however, has no duty to respond to any com
ments received before the formal comment 
period or to respond to comments received during 
the public comment period until the close of the 
public comment period. 

Comments received after the formal comment 
period closes but before the ROD is signed 
should be included in the record file and labeled 
as a “late comment.” Since a responsiveness 
summary may already have been prepared at this 
point, the agency will respond to late comments 
only if they contain significant new information 
that could not have been submitted during the 
public comment period. This new information 
would have to substantially support a need to 
significantly alter the remedy selected. 

Comments received after the ROD is signed 
should be placed in a post-decision document file. 
They may be added to the administrative record if 
the documents are relevant to the selection of the 
remedy that the ROD does not address. In 
addition, these comments may be added to the 
administrative record if there is a significant 
change in a remedy selection that is addressed by 
an explanation of significant differences or in an 
amended decision document. The guidance on 
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administrative records cited above gives addi
tional information in this regard. 

Coordinator Responsibilities 

Because of Regional differences, community 
involvement staff may have other responsibilities, 
including: 

• Assessing the impact of the administrative 
record file on local information repositories 
(e.g., because of its volume) by consulting with 
officials at the repositories. This should be 

space issues, shelving, microfilming, and 
housekeeping chores. 

• 
ods used to notify the public of the availability 
of the record file. Such methods include 
announcements in public meetings, workshops, 
small group discussions, fact sheets sent to the 
site mailing list, and local newspapers announc
ing public comment periods and other public 
notices. 

• Making the transcript of the local meeting on 
the proposed plan available, as required under 

• 

documents generated by the State or a Federal 
facility are documented in writing and included 
in the administrative record file. States and 
Federal facility staff will compile and 

All staff involved in Superfund activities should 
acquaint themselves with the administrative 
record requirements. 

Administrative Record and Information 
Repositories 

record be made available to the public at or near 

C.6.4 Other Community Involvement 

done with the Administrative Record Coordina
tor. CICs and ARCs will need to cooperate on 

Providing the ARC with information on meth

CERCLA §117(a). 

Providing assistance to the ARC to ensure that 
final comments made by EPA on important 

maintain the record files for their own sites. 

C.6.5 Relationship Between the 

SARA §113(k)(l) requires that the administrative 
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record may be placed at any other location. The 
original files concerning remedy selection should 

these files must be located at or near the site 
except in the case of emergency removal actions 
lasting less than 30 days. In those situations the 
record may be at a central location such as the 

received, published, or made available to the 
public be accessible for viewing and copying at or 

The administrative record file should be located at 
one of the information repositories that already 
may exist for community involvement purposes. 

munity involvement staff, may contain additional 
information of interest to the public that is not part 
of the record file, such as press releases and 
newspaper articles. Documents in the record file 
should be separated from materials in the infor

Local libraries, town halls, and public schools are 
typically used for repositories and administrative 
record files because they are publicly accessible. 
In some instances, the volume of information 
available for community involvement and adminis
trative record purposes may be larger than the 
capacity of these facilities. Where space for the 
information repository is inadequate for support
ing the administrative record file, an alternate 
location for the record file may be established. 
ARCs and CICs should also consider converting 
documents to microfilm to reduce space prob
lems. 

ARCs should estimate the volume of information 
expected to be included in the repository and 
meet with appropriate local officials to discuss 

the facility. Duplicates of the administrative 

be located at the EPA Regional Office. A copy of 

EPA Regional Office. 

SARA §117(d) requires that each item developed, 

near the facility. These items are generally 
included in the information repository. 

The information repository, maintained by com

mation repository. 

space requirements. When separate locations are 
established, ARCs and CICs should ensure 
uniformity of the documents. In this context, 
CICs should carefully review their responsibilities 
for the administrative record (see Sections C.6.3 
and C.6.4). 

Each administrative record file must be indexed. 
This index identifies all the documents that 
comprise the record file and lists those documents 
that do not have to be present in the record file 
because of their voluminous nature (raw data for 
example), but which are considered part of the 
record. The index will give the location of such 
documents. Since the index is part of the record 
file, it must be available at each location. 

Finally, interested parties should be able to easily 
find the documents they need. Documents in the 
administrative record file should be well orga
nized. Following initiation of the response action, 
public interest in background information other 
than the ROD or RI/FS may wane. However, the 
statutory provisions for judicial review and 
deadlines for filing cost recovery actions are 
reasons to keep the record file publicly available. 

Where there is ongoing or possible litigation, the 
record file in the Regional Office or other central 
location should be available at least until the 
litigation is over. 

Community involvement and administrative 
record staff should coordinate with the State in 
closing information repositories and record files at 
the end of operation and maintenance and 
following a five-year review. The record file 
continues to serve as a historical record of the 
response selection, even after the statute of 
limitations for cost recovery action has passed. 
Where there is considerable public interest, 
making the record file available for public viewing 
in the local repository is advisable. 
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Each year, the Department of Defense (DoD) submits an annual report to Congress on its Defense 
Environmental Programs. The Report describes DoD’s Conservation, Compliance, Pollution 
Prevention, and Restoration Programs’ accomplishments during the past year. Through these 
programs, DoD works to protect human health, sustain the resources it holds in the public trust, 
meet its environmental requirements, and support the military mission.

This is the Fiscal Year (FY) 2010 Defense Environmental Programs Annual Report to Congress (DEP 
ARC). It outlines how DoD used Congressional funding to meet its environmental program goals 
in FY10. The FY10 DEP ARC provides a comprehensive review of the Department’s environmental 
programs and illustrates its budget trends from FY06 to FY12. In FY10, DoD obligated approximately 
$4.5 billion in resources for environmental activities. This report fulfills multiple statutory 
requirements, including 10 United States Code §2706. 

Executive Summary



Executive Summary
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The FY10 DEP ARC includes these chapters and significant 

FY10 achievements:

•	 Defense Environmental Funding:  DoD successfully 

fulfills its environmental responsibilities through 

effective program management and appropriate 

funding. In FY10, DoD obligated approximately  

$4.5 billion for its environmental programs. This is  

six percent higher than the previous year. 

•	 Natural Resources: DoD’s Natural Resources Program 

provided over $161 million to develop and implement 

Integrated Natural Resource Management Plans (INRMPs). 

The percentage of installations with complete INRMPs 

increased from 74 percent in FY09 to 78 percent in FY10.

•	 Cultural Resources: More than 20,000 National 

Register-listed and eligible properties and over 100,000 

archaeological sites exist on DoD lands. The percentage 

of installations with completed Integrated Cultural 

Resource Management Plans increased from 81 percent 

in FY09 to 87 percent in FY10.

•	 Compliance:  DoD’s Compliance Program received  

$1.5 billion in FY10. It provided safe drinking water to  

97 percent of DoD’s population in the first half of 

calendar year (CY) 2010 and increased compliant water 

pollution control permits from 92 percent in FY09 to 

93 percent in the first half of CY10. DoD also decreased 

total fines and penalties assessed by 85 percent in FY10. 

•	 Pollution Prevention: DoD’s Pollution Prevention 

Program received $91.2 million in FY10. The Program 

diverted 43 percent of non-hazardous municipal solid 

waste and saved $180.9 million using integrated solid 

waste management practices in FY10. It also reduced 

hazardous waste disposal by over 6,300 tons in CY09.

•	 Restoration:  In FY10, DoD invested $1.6 billion at 

active installations and Formerly Used Defense Sites. It 

also invested $666.7 million at Base Realignment and 

Closure (BRAC) installations to correct environmental 

damage. In FY10, the Restoration Program achieved 

remedy in place / response complete status at  

86 percent of its Installation Restoration Program (IRP) 

sites on active installations and at 87 percent of IRP 

sites on Legacy BRAC and BRAC 2005 installations. 

The Program also achieved its goal by completing site 

inspections at 97 percent of munitions response sites on 

active installations by FY10.

To view the FY10 report online or to access other editions 

of the DEP ARC, please visit: http://www.denix.osd.mil/arc
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The Department of Defense (DoD) funds its environmental programs through effective 
planning, programming, budgeting, and execution processes that allocate financial 
resources where they are needed. These budget and review processes ensure that the DoD 
Components—Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, and the Defense agencies—identify 
and request adequate funding to meet their mission, legal, and regulatory environmental 
requirements.

The DoD Components build their Environmental Restoration budgets from the site level, 
but they develop their Natural and Cultural Resources, Compliance, and Pollution Prevention 
budgets from the installation level. These site- and installation-level estimates form the basis 
of the environmental budget, which is included in the overall Defense budget the President 
submits to Congress. 

Because of the lack of Appropriations Acts, the Comptroller estimated the Fiscal Year (FY) 2011 
amounts based on the FY11 President’s Budget request, with an adjustment to match the 
annualized Continuing Resolution funding level by appropriation.

Defense Environmental 
Funding1



Chapter 1: Defense Environmental Funding

Fiscal Year 2010 | Defense Environmental Programs Annual Report to Congress2

Program Summary
Here is how the Department of Defense (DoD) obligated 

approximately $4.5 billion among the following six 

environmental programs in FY10 (Figure 1-1): 

•	 $437.4 million for Natural and Cultural Resources 

•	 $1.5 billion for Compliance 

•	 $91.2 million for Pollution Prevention 

•	 $1.6 billion for Environmental Restoration (ER) at  

active installations and Formerly Used Defense Site 

(FUDS) properties

•	 $666.7 million for environmental activities at Base 

Realignment and Closure (BRAC) installations

•	 $255.8 million for Environmental Technology 

Although all of DoD’s environmental programs work 

toward the same goal—maintaining readiness while 

protecting human health and the environment—each 

program has a unique focus and different funding needs. 

Despite annual funding fluctuations within the different 

program areas, the Department’s level of investment 

remains stable.

This report shows funding for both nonrecurring (i.e., one-

time projects) and recurring activities. Recurring activities 

include routine tasks that an installation conducts in 

support of its environmental programs such as:

•	 Manpower

•	 Education and training

•	 Permits and fees

•	 Sampling, analysis, and monitoring

•	 Travel and supplies

•	 Data management and reporting

•	 Waste disposal

•	 Updates to environmental management plans

Funding Appropriations for 
Environmental Programs
DoD funds its various environmental programs from eight 

funding appropriations (Figure 1-2):

•	 BRAC

•	 ER

•	 Defense Working Capital Fund (DWCF)

•	 Military Construction (MilCon)

•	 Operations and Maintenance (O&M)

•	 Procurement (PROC)

•	 Research, Development, Testing, and Evaluation (RDT&E)

•	 Other DoD Appropriations

Most funding for DoD’s Natural and Cultural Resources, 

Compliance, and Pollution Prevention Programs comes 

from the O&M appropriations in the DoD Appropriations 

Act. DoD also uses funds obtained through the MilCon,  

Military Quality of Life, and Veteran’s Affairs Appropriations  

Acts to build necessary facilities like wastewater treatment 

plants. Other notable DoD Appropriations Act funding 

includes PROC, RDT&E, and the DWCF.

Special programs also provide funding for natural 

resources management through the sale of forest 

products, the lease of land for agriculture and grazing, 

and the sale of licenses for hunting, fishing, and trapping. 

The Compliance Program (and to a lesser degree, the 

Natural and Cultural Resources and Pollution Prevention 

Defense Environmental 
Funding at a Glance

Fiscal Year (FY) 2010 Funding: 
$4.5 billion obligated

FY10 Funding Highlights: 

 z Increased by $251.9 million between 
FY09 and FY10

 z Estimated $4.2 billion for 
environmental programs in FY11

 z Requested $4.2 billion for 
environmental programs in FY12
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Figure 1-1 DoD Environmental Funding by Program Area*

Installations with Complete ICRMPs

Installations Requiring ICRMPs
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FY2012 RequestedFY2011 EstimatedFY2010 ActualFY2009 ActualFY2008 ActualFY2007 ActualFY2006 Actual

FY06 Actual FY07 Actual FY08 Actual FY09 Actual FY10 Actual FY11 Estimated FY12 Requested

 Natural and Cultural Resources $204.1 $299.6 $352.8 $350.0 $437.4 $325.4 $379.8

 ER† $1,376.7 $1,383.0 $1,508.2 $1,494.2 $1,564.9 $1,539.4 $1,467.3

 BRAC $573.5 $512.5 $538.9 $526.5 $666.7 $457.8 $520.8

 Compliance $1,542.5 $1,430.8 $1,494.2 $1,513.2 $1,492.4 $1,529.4 $1,550.6

 Pollution Prevention $125.2 $130.2 $121.3 $114.4 $91.2 $114.8 $104.2

 Environmental Technology $261.3 $227.8 $263.6 $252.5 $255.8 $213.2 $226.8

Total $ 4,083.3 $3,983.9 $4,279.0 $4,250.8 $ 4,508.4 $ 4,179.9 $ 4,249.5 
* Due to rounding, subtotals may not equal fiscal year totals.

† Includes funding for FUDS properties.

Figure 1-2 DoD Environmental Funding by Appropriation (Includes Environmental Technology)*

Installations with Complete ICRMPs

Installations Requiring ICRMPs
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FY2012 RequestedFY2011 AppropriatedFY2010 ActualFY2009 ActualFY2008 ActualFY2007 ActualFY2006 Actual

FY06 Actual FY07 Actual FY08 Actual FY09 Actual FY10 Actual FY11 Estimated FY12 Requested

 BRAC $573.5 $512.5 $538.9 $526.5 $666.7 $457.8 $520.8

 ER† $1,376.7 $1,383.0 $1,508.2 $1,494.2 $1,564.9 $1,539.4 $1,467.3

 DWCF $207.8 $199.3 $217.6 $227.3 $250.8 $242.5 $231.5

 MilCon $37.7 $43.2 $82.9 $117.3 $94.3 $47.5 $53.9

 O&M $1,530.9 $1,525.2 $1,585.5 $1,554.3 $1,611.6 $1,614.7 $1,679.8

 PROC $74.6 $68.7 $68.5 $61.6 $52.2 $55.0 $55.1

 RDT&E $268.8 $240.1 $265.2 $256.9 $254.6 $208.4 $228.7

 Other $13.2 $11.9 $12.2 $12.6 $13.4 $14.5 $12.4

Total $4,083.3 $3,983.9 $4,279.0 $4,250.8 $4,508.4 $4,179.9 $4,249.5

* Due to rounding, subtotals may not equal fiscal year totals.

† Includes funding for FUDS properties.
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Programs) includes funding for environmental activities 

at overseas installations. This funding includes activities 

such as those required to comply with existing treaties, 

laws, and other agreements (i.e., Final Governing 

Standards). DoD also funds activities within the Defense 

Environmental Restoration Program through the ER 

and BRAC accounts. The ER accounts also fund cleanup 

activities at active installations and FUDS properties 

within the United States and its territories. Separate 

BRAC appropriations fund cleanup activities at closing 

installations and address closure-related environmental 

cleanup, planning, and compliance activities. The 

Department funds restoration activities outside the 

United States through the Compliance Program.

Natural and Cultural Resources
During FY10, DoD invested:

•	 $437.4 million for natural and cultural resources

•	 $87.4 million more compared to FY09

DoD conserves, protects, and restores natural and cultural 

resources located on and near its installations, which also  

enhances and protects the military’s mission. Recurring 

funds for the Natural and Cultural Resources Programs 

finance continuous management activities, such as:

•	 Preparing, implementing, and updating integrated 

natural and cultural resources management plans

•	 Coordinating with conservation regulatory agencies

•	 Monitoring threatened, endangered, and at-risk species

•	 Continuing protection of archaeological sites

•	 Controlling invasive species

•	 Ongoing erosion control measures

•	 Completing surveys, inventories, and monitoring 

requirements

Nonrecurring activities are divided into two 

subcategories: natural resources, and historical and 

cultural resources. Examples of nonrecurring natural 

resources activities include:

•	 Consultation activities under the Endangered Species Act

•	 Mitigation for specific actions

•	 Habitat restoration or creation

•	 Volunteer and partnering programs

•	 Wetlands protection

•	 Projects identified in Integrated Natural Resources 

Management Plans

Figure 1-3 DoD Natural and Cultural Resources Recurring and Nonrecurring Funding*
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FY06 Actual FY07 Actual FY08 Actual FY09 Actual FY10 Actual FY11 Estimated FY12 Requested

 Manpower and Education  
 & Training† $0.0 $77.0 $93.4 $89.9 $118.6 $87.3 $99.2

 Recurring (excluding Manpower  
 and Education & Training)

$49.7 $51.7 $124.4 $107.3 $144.4 $102.1 $127.1

 Nonrecurring $154.4 $170.9 $135.0 $152.8 $174.4 $136.0 $153.4

Total $204.1 $299.6 $352.8 $350.0 $437.4 $325.4 $379.8

* Due to rounding, subtotals may not equal fiscal year totals.

† Prior to FY07, DoD reported all Manpower and Education & Training funds under the Compliance Program.
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Examples of nonrecurring cultural resources are:

•	 Baseline inventories of historic buildings

•	 Initial archaeological materials curation

•	 Consultations with Native American groups

•	 Projects identified in Integrated Cultural Resources 

Management Plans

The DoD Components obligated $437.4 million for natural 

and cultural resources in FY10, $87.4 million more than 

FY09 (Figure 1-3). More than 39 percent of these funds was 

for nonrecurring, one-time projects. The funding growth 

that occurred between FY09 and FY10 was mostly due 

to additional Army recurring activities. However, funding 

decreased in FY11 because of a reduction in Army activities. 

DoD Components have requested $379.8 million for FY12 

due to an increase in Army recurring efforts and overall 

increases at the Department of the Navy and the Readiness 

and Environmental Protection Initiative (REPI) Program.

DoD budgeted $36.9 million in FY10 funding to protect 

and manage threatened and endangered species in 

compliance with the Endangered Species Act (Figure 1-4).  

Chapters 2 and 3 describe the Department’s performance 

within the Natural and Cultural Resources Programs, 

respectively. Appendix D, Section 1 contains Natural and 

Cultural Resources funding data by DoD Component.

Compliance
During FY10, DoD invested:

•	 $1.5 billion for compliance activities

•	 $20.8 million less compared to FY09

DoD uses these resources to fund recurring and 

nonrecurring compliance activities. The Department must 

perform recurring activities because they are essential for 

DoD to comply with federal, state and local environmental 

laws and regulations. 

Recurring compliance activities include:

•	 Sampling and analysis of discharges to  

air and water

•	 Maintaining permits for regulated  

environmental activities

•	 Disposing of regulated wastes

•	 Maintaining and submitting required environmental 

plans and reports

•	 Conducting environmental self-assessments and audits

Figure 1-4 DoD Natural and Cultural Resources Nonrecurring Funding*
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FY06 Actual FY07 Actual FY08 Actual FY09 Actual FY10 Actual FY11 Estimated FY12 Requested

 Threatened & Endangered Species $7.5 $11.0 $16.5 $26.1 $36.9 $23.8 $27.4

 Wetlands $3.6 $4.7 $7.7 $5.9 $7.0 $5.3 $6.9

 Other Natural Resources $94.6 $97.1 $70.6 $80.0 $85.8 $73.2 $84.0

 Cultural Resources $48.7 $58.1 $40.2 $40.8 $44.8 $33.6 $35.1

Total $154.4 $170.9 $135.0 $152.8 $174.4 $136.0 $153.4

* Due to rounding, subtotals may not equal fiscal year totals.
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Figure 1-5 DoD Compliance Recurring and Nonrecurring Funding*
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FY2012 RequestedFY2011 AppropriatedFY2010 ActualFY2009 ActualFY2008 ActualFY2007 ActualFY2006 Actual

FY06 Actual FY07 Actual FY08 Actual FY09 Actual FY10 Actual FY11 Estimated FY12 Requested

 Manpower and Education  
 & Training† $0.0 $454.4 $450.3 $473.5 $485.7 $537.8 $541.0

 Recurring (excluding Manpower  
 and Education & Training)

$951.2 $388.1 $499.9 $462.8 $443.0 $479.8 $460.4

 Nonrecurring $591.3 $588.4 $544.0 $576.9 $563.8 $511.7 $549.3

Total $1,542.5 $1,430.8 $1,494.2 $1,513.2 $1,492.4 $1,529.4 $1,550.6

* Due to rounding, subtotals may not equal fiscal year totals.

† Beginning in FY07, DoD reported Manpower and Education & Training funds under the appropriate program areas.

Figure 1-6 DoD Compliance Nonrecurring Funding*
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 Hazardous Waste $60.0 $64.8 $46.0 $50.1 $56.1 $51.4 $52.6

 Solid Waste $15.4 $12.2 $48.4 $15.8 $13.0 $9.8 $17.2

 Underground Storage Tanks $24.6 $24.5 $25.8 $19.4 $21.0 $20.4 $19.5

 Clean Air Act $49.8 $47.4 $40.7 $40.8 $48.9 $52.8 $46.0

 Clean Water Act $181.8 $211.1 $137.7 $150.9 $211.1 $154.1 $170.9

 Planning $40.5 $42.3 $38.2 $56.8 $50.9 $57.8 $57.7

 Safe Drinking Water Act $28.4 $28.9 $20.3 $68.6 $18.5 $23.0 $21.9

 Other $190.7 $157.3 $186.9 $174.5 $144.4 $142.3 $163.6

Total $591.3 $588.4 $544.0 $576.9 $563.8 $511.7 $549.3

* Due to rounding, subtotals may not equal fiscal year totals.
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DoD also uses these resources to fund nonrecurring 

compliance activities such as projects to upgrade 

wastewater treatment facilities or to install air pollution 

controls to meet existing standards. 

DoD obligated $1.5 billion for the Compliance Program  

in FY10 (Figure 1-5), consistent with previous years. In 

FY10, Defense Logistics Agency military construction 

projects at Point Loma Annex and Jacksonville International  

Airport contributed to a $60.2 million net increase in CWA 

funding (Figure 1-6). However, the Department decreased 

nonrecurring funds for other compliance activities  

(e.g., radon and asbestos investigations and mitigation, 

spill response plans, action to prevent pollution from ships,  

and addressing munitions constituents on operational 

ranges). In FY08, DoD increased solid waste funding for 

Marine Corps military construction projects—like the 

landfills at Camp Lejeune and Twentynine Palms. Also, 

Safe Drinking Water Act funding more than tripled in  

FY09 because of a military construction project at  

Camp Pendleton.  

Chapter 4 describes DoD’s performance within the 

Compliance Program. Appendix D, Section 1 contains 

Compliance funding data for each DoD Component.

Pollution Prevention
During FY10, DoD invested: 

•	 $91.2 million for pollution prevention activities

•	 $23.1 million less compared to FY09

DoD employs pollution prevention efforts to both 

minimize health and safety risks to its personnel and the  

residents of nearby communities, and to reduce its 

operating and compliance costs. The Pollution Prevention 

Program also enhances the military’s operating capacity  

by minimizing the infrastructure required to manage 

hazardous materials used in support of the Department’s 

mission. As a result, DoD’s pollution prevention investments  

have the potential to reduce costs Department-wide. 

Figure 1-7 DoD Pollution Prevention Recurring and Nonrecurring Funding*
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 Manpower and Education  
 & Training† $0.0 $31.1 $28.5 $26.5 $26.9 $29.0 $31.7 

 Recurring (excluding Manpower  
 and Education & Training)

$55.4 $48.6 $49.4 $49.7 $30.2 $41.1 $38.4 

 Nonrecurring $69.8 $50.5 $43.3 $38.3 $34.2 $44.6 $34.1 

Total $125.2 $130.2 $121.3 $114.4 $91.2 $114.8 $104.2 

* Due to rounding, subtotals may not equal fiscal year totals.

† Prior to FY07, DoD reported all Manpower and Education & Training funds under the Compliance Program.
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Recurring pollution prevention investments include:

•	 Manpower

•	 Education and Training

•	 Supplies

•	 Travel

•	 Data Management

•	 Toxics Release Inventory

•	 Other reporting activities 

Hazardous material reduction and CWA requirements 

are the priorities within the nonrecurring budget. These 

nonrecurring projects are significant drivers in reducing 

compliance costs. Other nonrecurring activities may 

include efforts to prepare and implement an acquisition 

strategy for alternative-fuel vehicles (excluding vehicle 

purchases or leases) and to convert regular vehicles to use 

alternative fuels. 

DoD obligated $91.2 million for the Pollution Prevention 

Program in FY10 (Figure 1-7), a 20 percent decrease from 

the previous year. This decrease is due to fewer Army, 

Navy, and Air Force recurring requirements. The FY11 

funding estimate increased to $114.8 million primarily 

because of an influx in Army and Navy recurring and Air 

Force recurring and nonrecurring activities. 

The funding request of $104.2 million for FY12 will continue  

to support efforts that target hazardous materials, solid 

waste, toxic releases, air emissions, and water pollution 

at the source. These activities are part of DoD’s overall 

sustainability strategy, recognizing that significant cost 

savings and beneficial environmental outcomes can result 

from such endeavors. 

Chapter 5 describes the Department’s performance  

within the Pollution Prevention Program. Appendix D, 

Section 1 contains Pollution Prevention funding data by 

DoD Component.

Figure 1-8 DoD Pollution Prevention Nonrecurring Funding*
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 Hazardous Waste $7.8 $5.8 $6.0 $3.9 $4.1 $6.8 $4.9

 Solid Waste $5.5 $2.6 $2.5 $1.8 $1.8 $2.5 $2.0

 Clean Air Act $6.1 $3.5 $3.4 $3.3 $2.7 $2.9 $2.5

 Clean Water Act $17.8 $11.7 $12.6 $10.8 $8.3 $10.3 $9.1

 HazMat Reduction $12.3 $10.5 $8.0 $6.9 $5.9 $7.8 $6.6

 Other† $20.2 $16.5 $10.9 $11.6 $11.2 $14.4 $9.1

Total $69.8 $50.5 $43.3 $38.3 $34.2 $44.6 $34.1

* Due to rounding, subtotals may not equal fiscal year totals.

† Includes Safe Drinking Water Act.
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Restoration
During FY10, DoD invested:

•	 $1.6 billion in ER funding for environmental restoration 

activities at active installations and FUDS properties 

•	 $666.7 million for environmental activities at closing 

installations under BRAC

Of the $2.2 billion obligated for restoration activities, 

$1.6 billion funded cleanup of hazardous substances 

and pollutants or contaminants from past DoD activities 

through the Installation Restoration Program (IRP). The 

Military Munitions Response Program (MMRP) funded 

$460.2 million for the cleanup of unexploded and discarded 

munitions. The remaining obligations funded planning and 

compliance activities at BRAC installations.

ER Account Funding

The ER accounts fund environmental restoration activities 

at active installations and FUDS properties. In FY10,  

$1.6 billion was obligated for ER activities. 

DoD continues to invest a significant portion of ER funding  

in cleaning up its remaining sites. The amount of ER 

funding dedicated to cleanup increased from  

$677.2 million in FY10 to $737.4 million in FY11 and 

increases to $833.9 million in FY12 (Figure 1-9).

DoD addresses both the IRP and the MMRP in the  

Defense Environmental Restoration Program. As shown 

in Figure 1-10, funding for these two programs remains 

relatively stable. 

Of the $1.6 billion obligated for ER activities in FY10,  

$1.1 billion funded restoration activities under the IRP. 

The remaining $416.0 million funded restoration under 

the MMRP (Figure 1-10). New requirements for addressing 

emerging contaminants (e.g., perchlorate, naphthalene, 

and 1, 4-dioxane) also drive investments in cleanup. DoD  

will continue to modify its plans and programs to address 

these challenges and adjust total cleanup cost-to-complete  

estimates accordingly. 

Chapter 6 describes the Department’s performance within 

the Restoration Program. Appendix D, Section 1 contains 

ER funding data by DoD Component.

Figure 1-9 DoD ER Funding by Cleanup Phase*†
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FY06 Actual FY07 Actual FY08 Actual FY09 Actual FY10 Actual FY11 Estimated FY12 Requested

 Management $186.5 $186.1 $201.7 $195.9 $260.3 $319.6 $230.8

 Investigation $339.7 $319.2 $325.3 $404.3 $528.9 $398.2 $309.5

 Cleanup‡ $769.6 $793.0 $858.1 $805.7 $677.2 $737.4 $833.9

 Long-term Management $80.9 $84.7 $122.9 $88.3 $98.4 $84.2 $93.3

Total $1,376.7 $1,383.0 $1,508.0 $1,494.2 $1,564.9 $1,539.4 $1,467.3

* Due to rounding, subtotals may not equal fiscal year totals.
† Includes funding for FUDS properties.
‡ Includes funding for Building Demolition/Debris Removal (BD/DR) sites.
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Figure 1-10 DoD ER IRP† and MMRP Funding‡ *
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 IRP $1,203.9 $1,167.2 $1,241.7 $1,149.7 $1,148.8 $1,234.2 $1,122.1

 MMRP $172.8 $215.8 $267.0 $344.5 $416.0 $305.3 $345.2

Total $1,376.7 $1,383.0 $1,508.2 $1,494.2 $1,564.9 $1,539.4 $1,467.3

* Due to rounding, subtotals may not equal fiscal year totals.
† Includes funding for BD/DR sites.
‡ Includes funding for FUDS properties.

Figure 1-11 DoD BRAC Restoration Funding by Cleanup Phase*
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 Management $71.0 $62.8 $72.8 $57.7 $63.6 $69.7 $76.1

 Investigation $60.1 $133.6 $61.2 $94.8 $61.7 $29.4 $24.6

 Cleanup $302.0 $197.9 $372.2 $296.8 $297.5 $282.1 $311.3

 Long-term Management $25.9 $39.2 $19.0 $16.9 $50.5 $37.8 $36.9

 Planning, Compliance, and Other† $114.5 $79.0 $13.7 $60.3 $193.4 $38.7 $71.9

Total $573.5 $512.5 $538.9 $526.5 $666.7 $457.8 $520.8

* Due to rounding, subtotals may not equal fiscal year totals.
† Other may include revenue gained from land sales or execution of prior year funding. Negative values indicate years in which revenue or the execution of prior year funding exceeds  

funding for planning and compliance activities.
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BRAC Environmental Funding

The BRAC accounts provide funding for restoration, 

closure-related compliance, and planning activities at 

closing military installations in the United States and its  

territories. Unlike other appropriations, Congress provides  

BRAC funding according to BRAC rounds. As such, 

funding remains available until expended; BRAC funds 

do not expire. Revenue gained from the sale of property 

at closing installations can be used to fund cleanup 

requirements.

The FY10 funding of BRAC environmental activities totaled  

$666.7 million (Figures 1-11 and 1-12). However, DoD 

estimates $457.8 million in funding for FY11 and requests 

$520.8 million for FY12. Of the $666.7 million obligated for  

BRAC activities in FY10, $429.0 million funded restoration  

activities under the IRP and $44.3 million funded restoration  

under the MMRP (Figure 1-12). The remaining obligations 

funded planning and compliance activities. DoD funding 

for environmental activities at closing installations 

increased by 25 percent in FY10 because of an increase in 

Army Legacy BRAC and Army BRAC 2005 funding. 

Chapter 6 describes DoD’s performance within the 

Restoration Program. Appendix D, Section 1 contains 

BRAC funding data by DoD Component.

Environmental Technology
During FY10, DoD invested: 

•	 $255.8 million for environmental technology

•	 $62.3 million for the Strategic Environmental Research 

and Development Program (SERDP) and $41.0 million 

for the Environmental Security Technology Certification 

Program (ESTCP)

The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) administers 

SERDP and ESTCP. DoD’s environmental technology 

programs provide new and improved methods, 

equipment, materials, and protocols to meet military 

readiness needs. For example, these programs produced 

increased efficiency in paint application and metal 

plating, resulting in less hazardous waste and lower 

associated treatment costs. The DoD Environmental 

Technology Annual Report to Congress covers this 

area in more detail, fulfilling Congressional reporting 

Figure 1-12 DoD BRAC IRP and MMRP Funding*
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 IRP $426.5 $371.7 $464.4 $390.2 $429.0 $358.7 $360.3

 MMRP $32.3 $61.8 $60.8 $75.9 $44.3 $60.4 $88.6

 Planning, Compliance, and Other† $114.5 $79.0 $13.7 $60.3 $193.4 $38.7 $71.9

Total $573.5 $512.5 $538.9 $526.5 $666.7 $457.8 $520.8

* Due to rounding, subtotals may not equal fiscal year totals.
† Other may include revenue gained from land sales or execution of prior year funding. Negative values indicate years in which revenue or the execution of prior year funding exceeds  

funding for planning and compliance activities.
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requirements. Environmental technology is only included 

in this section of the report to ensure completeness of the 

environmental budget discussion.

SERDP and ESTCP focus on the highest priority 

environmental technology needs that apply to more than 

one DoD Component and help avoid duplication among 

the Components. A portion of environmental technology 

funding is also invested in Defense Warfighter Protection 

(DWFP). DoD obligated $255.8 million in environmental 

technology in FY10 (Figure 1-13). The Department 

estimates $213.2 million for these activities in FY11 and 

requests $226.8 million in FY12. The increase in funding 

from FY11 to FY12 is primarily due to an increase in Army 

and ESTCP funding.

Overseas Environmental Activities
During FY10, DoD invested: 

•	 $164.8 million for environmental activities at  

overseas installations

•	 63 percent more funding for Restoration cleanup at 

overseas locations than in FY09

DoD complies with the environmental requirements 

of international agreements, country-specific Final 

Governing Standards, DoD 4715.05-G “Overseas 

Environmental Baseline Guidance Document,” and 

DoD Instruction 4715.8 “Environmental Remediation 

for DoD Activities Overseas.” Investments in overseas 

environmental programs are necessary to continue 

the use of, and access to, the infrastructure and natural 

resources needed to meet the military mission. Although 

overseas environmental funding is included in the Natural 

and Cultural Resources, Compliance, and Pollution 

Prevention funding charts, it is also displayed separately 

in Figure 1-14. Funding for cleanup activities abroad is 

included in the overseas compliance activities budget. 

Appendix D, Section 1 contains overseas funding data by 

DoD Component.

Figure 1-13 DoD Environmental Technology Funding*

Installations with Complete ICRMPs

Installations Requiring ICRMPs
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 Army $76.2 $69.2 $79.6 $76.0 $75.0 $49.2 $56.4

 Navy $53.3 $46.9 $48.7 $46.2 $46.6 $42.6 $46.7

 Air Force $16.6 $12.3 $25.8 $25.6 $26.1 $24.0 $18.5

 SERDP $65.5 $62.2 $65.8 $63.1 $62.3 $66.5 $66.4

 ESTCP $44.7 $32.3 $38.8 $36.6 $41.0 $25.8 $33.6

 DWFP $5.0 $5.0 $5.0 $5.0 $4.8 $5.1 $5.2

Total $261.3 $227.8 $263.6 $252.5 $255.8 $213.2 $226.8

* Due to rounding, subtotals may not equal fiscal year totals.
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Miscellaneous Environmental 
Programs
During FY10, DoD invested: 

•	 $50.3 million for the Readiness and Environmental 

Protection Initiative (REPI) Program

•	 $12.2 million for the Native American Lands 

Environmental Mitigation Program (NALEMP)

•	 $6.8 million for the Legacy Resource  

Management Program

•	 $9.3 million for the Defense Environmental International 

Cooperation (DEIC) Program

•	 $1.1 million for the Emerging Contaminants Program

OSD administers several miscellaneous environmental 

programs to support the military mission while protecting 

human health and the environment. 

•	 The REPI Program protects installations and ranges 

from encroachment by working with surrounding 

communities and organizations to secure buffer lands 

and habitats. 

•	 DoD developed NALEMP to gather, document, and 

mitigate environmental impacts on American Indian 

and Alaska Native lands in response to a  

Congressional mandate. 

•	 The Legacy Resource Management Program, also 

required by Congress, attempts to balance the use of 

DoD lands for military testing and training with the 

need to protect natural and cultural resources. 

•	 The DEIC Program serves as a forum to: 

•	 Share environmental information across  

national boundaries

•	 Counter the proliferation of weapons of  

mass destruction

•	 Partner to maintain access to resources for training 

and readiness

•	 Promote regional cooperation

•	 Foster a global military environmental ethic

•	 Improve interagency processes, focus, and integration

•	 The Emerging Contaminants Program tracks and 

analyzes changes to environmental standards for 

hazardous substances that have the potential to impact 

DoD military operations and environmental activities. 

Figure 1-14 DoD Overseas Environmental Funding*

FY06 Actual FY07 Actual FY08 Actual FY09 Actual FY10 Actual FY11 Estimated FY12 Requested

 Natural and Cultural Resources $8.3 $14.3 $12.2 $11.9 $14.6 $10.9 $10.2

 Restoration $24.1 $25.1 $25.5 $28.6 $46.7 $36.4 $39.8

 Compliance $110.2 $102.2 $125.1 $117.9 $94.2 $106.2 $113.1

 Pollution Prevention $12.6 $12.7 $12.2 $10.6 $9.3 $10.6 $14.0

Total $155.3 $154.4 $175.1 $169.0 $164.8 $164.0 $177.1

* Due to rounding, subtotals may not equal fiscal year totals.
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Funding for these miscellaneous environmental programs 

is included in the Natural and Cultural Resources, 

Compliance, and Pollution Prevention funding charts; 

however, it is also displayed separately in Figure 1-15.

Figure 1-15 DoD Miscellaneous Environmental Programs Funding

FY06 Actual FY07 Actual FY08 Actual FY09 Actual FY10 Actual FY11 Estimated FY12 Requested

 REPI $35.3 $35.9 $42.8 $48.6 $50.3 $39.8 $53.0

 NALEMP $10.0 $10.1 $10.0 $11.9 $12.2 $0.2 $0.2

 Legacy Resource Management $8.4 $7.0 $7.0 $7.1 $6.8 $7.0 $6.5

 DEIC Program $1.4 $1.2 $0.7 $1.3 $1.4 $1.4 $5.0

 Emerging Contaminants $0.0 $0.0 $0.9 $1.9 $1.1 $1.2 $1.2
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The Department of Defense (DoD) began environmental restoration in 1975 under the 

Installation Restoration Program (IRP). In 2001, DoD established the Military Munitions 

Response Program (MMRP) under the Defense Environmental Restoration Program to address 

munitions-contaminated sites. The IRP and MMRP enable the Department to comply with 

the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), also 

known as Superfund. CERCLA requires responsible parties to clean up hazardous substances 

released to the environment. This chapter satisfies the National Defense Authorization Act for 

Fiscal Year (FY) 2007 §313 reporting requirement to provide an annual update to the MMRP 

Comprehensive Plan, including cleanup progress updates, adjustments to the MMRP goals, and 

funding estimates through FY10.

This chapter summarizes IRP and MMRP requirements, evaluation criteria, and performance 

trends for the Department’s:

 z Active installations

 z Base Realignment and Closure installations

 z Formerly Used Defense Site properties

This chapter also summarizes the program status of two initiatives that support the DERP:

 z Cost Recovery

 z Restoration Partnerships

Restoration6
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Requirements

The Department of Defense (DoD) conducts cleanup in 

accordance with these requirements:

•	 10 United States Code §§2700–2710,  

“Environmental Restoration”

•	 Comprehensive Environmental Response, 

Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)

•	 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990

•	 National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for  

Fiscal Year (FY) 2002

•	 NDAA for FY07 §313

•	 Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA)

•	 Executive Order 12580, “Superfund Implementation”

•	 32 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 179, 

“Munitions Response Site Prioritization Protocol”

•	 32 CFR, Part 202, “The Restoration Advisory Board  

(RAB) Rule”

•	 DoD Instruction 4715.7, “Environmental  

Restoration Program”

•	 Defense State Memorandum of Agreement/

Cooperative Agreements Program Guide

•	 RAB Rule Handbook

Program Summary

DERP Applicability

DoD conducts cleanup on these three types of  

properties in the United States, District of Columbia, and 

U.S. territories (Figure 6-1):

•	 Active installations are bases where DoD conducts 

training and operations. 

•	 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) installations 

are bases that have been identified for realignment or 

closure under one of the five Congressionally-approved 

BRAC rounds. Congress authorized four rounds of BRAC 

in 1988, 1991, 1993, and 1995, commonly referred to as 

Legacy BRAC; a fifth round in 2005 is called BRAC 2005. 

DoD uses different tools to transfer BRAC property 

to other parties. For example, DoD can use its Early 

Transfer Authority (ETA) to transfer property before 

cleanup is complete. ETA requires approval by the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Administrator 

and the state governor for properties listed on EPA’s 

National Priorities List (NPL). For non-NPL properties, 

ETA only requires the state governor’s approval.  

•	 Formerly Used Defense Site (FUDS) properties 

are lands that were under DoD’s jurisdiction, but 

transferred out of DoD control before SARA was 

signed on October 17, 1986. The Secretary of Defense 

designated the Army as the Executive Agent to 

manage environmental cleanup on FUDS properties. 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers performs program 

Restoration at a Glance

Environmental Restoration fiscal year 
(FY) 2010 funding: $1.6 billion

Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
FY10 funding: $666.7 million

Installation Restoration Program 
(IRP) Accomplishments

 z Achieved remedy in place/response 
complete at 86 percent of IRP sites on 
active installations through FY10

 z Transferred 14,298 acres under BRAC 
Early Transfer Authority in FY10

Military Munitions Response Program 
(MMRP) Accomplishments

 z Achieved a statutory goal by completing  
site inspections at 97 percent of 
munitions response sites on active 
installations through FY10

 z Decreased the cost-to-complete 
estimate for the MMRP by 11 percent 
in FY10
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management and execution of cleanup on FUDS 

properties in consultation with current landowners, 

stakeholders, local communities, and regulators. FUDS 

cleanup is unique because DoD no longer owns these 

properties and has very limited control over the actions 

of non-DoD landowners. For properties where DoD 

held jurisdiction at the time of contamination, the 

Department determines who is responsible for the 

existing environmental and health hazards. If another 

party is partially responsible for the contamination, 

DoD may negotiate a settlement for the other party to 

conduct or partially fund the cleanup. 

DoD conducts cleanup at its facilities on the NPL as 

well as non-NPL sites. For DoD facilities on the NPL, an 

Interagency Agreement (IAG) is signed between EPA and 

DoD under CERCLA Section 120(e). DoD has signed IAGs 

at 137 out of 141 DoD facilities on the NPL. For the four 

remaining IAGs, DoD and EPA did not reach an agreement 

within the required time period. See the Restoration 

Narratives in Appendix F for further information about 

specific IAGs.

Defense Environmental Restoration 
Program (DERP) Process

The DERP includes the following program areas (Figure 6-2):

•	 Installation Restoration Program (IRP) governs 

cleanup (i.e., identification, investigation, removal 

actions, remedial actions, or a combination of removal 

and remedial actions) to address the release of hazardous 

substances and pollutants or contaminants; petroleum, 

oil, or lubricants; DoD unique materials; hazardous 

wastes or hazardous waste constituents; explosive 

compounds released as a result of ammunition or 

explosives production, or manufacturing at ammunition 

plants; and unexploded ordnance (UXO), discarded 

military munitions (DMM), or munitions constituents 

(MC) that are incidental to an IRP site.

•	 Military Munitions Response Program (MMRP) 

directs cleanup at locations where UXO, DMM, or MC 

are known or suspected to be present. DoD refers to 

these locations as munitions response sites (MRSs).  

The MMRP applies to all locations with the exception 

of operational ranges, locations outside of the United 

States, operating storage and manufacturing facilities, 

and where munitions result from combat.

•	 Building Demolition/Debris Removal (BD/DR) 

demolishes and removes unsafe buildings and structures  

at facilities or sites that meet specific criteria. Due to the 

program’s small size (408 sites), BD/DR sites are included 

in IRP site counts unless otherwise indicated. 

DoD funds cleanup of IRP sites and MRSs at active 

installations and FUDS properties through five 

Environmental Restoration (ER) accounts: Army, Navy,  

Air Force, Defense-wide, and FUDS. The Department  

funds cleanup at closing installations through two  

BRAC accounts: Legacy BRAC and BRAC 2005. DoD funds 

cleanup at realigning installations through its ER accounts.

Total Sites: 34,058

FUDS
(4,624)

BRAC
(5,473)

Active
(23,961)

Figure 6-1 Total Number of Restoration Sites by Property Type

Figure 6-2 Total Number of Restoration Sites by Program

Total Sites: 34,058

MMRP
(4,482)

IRP
(29,576)
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Risk Management and Prioritization

DoD prioritizes funding to first clean up sites that pose 

the greatest threat to safety, human health, and the 

environment. DoD uses these tools to determine a site’s 

risk relative to other sites: 

•	 The Relative Risk Site Evaluation (RRSE) prioritizes 

IRP sites into three categories: high, medium, or low 

relative risk. The rating is based on the nature and 

extent of the site’s contamination, the likelihood that 

contaminants will migrate, and the potential impacts of 

contamination on populations and ecosystems. 

•	 The Munitions Response Site Prioritization Protocol 

(MRSPP) consists of three separate modules to evaluate 

hazards associated with explosives, chemical warfare 

materiel, MC, and other incidental environmental 

contaminants. Based on relative risk in these hazard 

areas, DoD gives each MRS a numeric score or an 

alternative rating. Beginning in FY08, the Secretary 

of Defense required the DoD Components to begin 

reporting MRSPP scores. Through FY10, the Department 

assigned numeric scores to 630 MRSs and alternative 

ratings to 3,852 MRSs.

The scores yielded from the RRSE and MRSPP affect 

how DoD sequences IRP sites and MRSs for cleanup. In 

addition to relative risk, DoD considers other factors such 

as economic, programmatic, and stakeholder concerns, as 

well as reuse and redevelopment plans in prioritizing sites 

for cleanup. 

In FY10, six MRSs were sequenced for cleanup ahead 

of higher priority MRSs. Of these six sites, three sites 

are being addressed out of order due to concerns 

expressed by regulators and stakeholders; two sites are 

being addressed out of order due to the availability of 

funding, equipment, and personnel; and one site is being 

addressed out of order based on special considerations 

due to health, safety, and ecological risk assessments. 

Cost Recovery 

DoD uses cost recovery to recoup or share cleanup costs 

when contamination at an installation is either partially 

or wholly caused by another party’s activities. Cost 

recovery helps the DoD Components increase funding 

and resources available for cleanup. As such, the DoD 

Components do the following to recoup cleanup costs:

•	 Establish policies to identify other public and private 

parties potentially responsible for contamination

•	 When cost-effective, pursue the other potentially 

responsible party to either take responsibility for 

environmental restoration or contribute to the cost of 

response actions

•	 Pursue recovery for costs of $50,000 or more whenever 

cleanup on DoD property is required and cooperation 

could not be negotiated in advance 

Restoration Partnerships

DoD participates in various partnerships to further the 

DERP. DoD invests considerable resources in these two 

partnerships.

•	 Restoration Advisory Boards (RABs) are 

community-oriented forums that encourage and 

facilitate communication between citizens and 

installation decision-makers regarding cleanup at 

active installations, BRAC installations, and FUDS 

properties. Participants may include representatives 

from the community; installation; state, local, or tribal 

governments and regulatory agencies; local activist 

organizations; or the business community. Installation 

Commanders gauge community interest and evaluate 

criteria to establish a RAB every two years. RABs are 

funded through DoD administrative support, Technical 

Assistance for Public Participation (TAPP) Grants, and 

EPA Technical Assistance Grants. 
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•	 The Defense State Memorandum of Agreement 

(DSMOA) Program is a partnership between the Office 

of the Secretary of Defense and states (or territories). 

It is designed to expedite environmental cleanup. 

DSMOAs provide a framework for DoD to openly 

coordinate with state regulators to help achieve 

cleanup goals. Under the DSMOA Program, states may 

apply for funding from DoD for any eligible restoration 

services they perform. After signing a DSMOA with DoD,  

the state must apply for a Cooperative Agreement (CA) 

to receive financial assistance for cleanup activities at  

DoD facilities. The CA outlines the planning and funding  

structure for a two-year period. The FY10 DEP ARC reports  

on the FY08 through FY10 DSMOA funding period. The 

Department may reimburse states under DSMOA when 

states demonstrate the proposed cleanup is:

•	 DoD’s responsibility under DERP

•	 Sought by DoD, and not imposed by the state

•	 Associated with a specific installation

•	 On the Joint Execution Plan, which is a planning 

document for the coordination of resources

The Secretary of Defense designated the Army as  

the Executive Agent to manage DSMOA. For more 

information about existing DSMOAs and CAs, please  

go to: https://dsmoa.usace.army.mil

For more information on the Restoration Program, please 

go to: http://www.denix.osd.mil/derp/

Evaluation Criteria

DoD measures progress toward specific goals for IRP sites 

and MRSs at active installations, BRAC installations, and 

FUDS properties. The DoD Components use the goals 

to help guide investment decisions and set restoration 

targets for each FY. 

IRP Goals: DoD currently tracks progress against remedy 

in place (RIP), which occurs when cleanup systems are 

constructed and operational, and response complete (RC), 

which occurs when the site has achieved the agreed upon 

cleanup standards (though it may still be monitored due 

to restricted property use). DoD developed specific IRP 

goals with target time lines for achieving risk reduction 

and RIP/RC (Figure 6-4). 

MMRP Goals: The NDAA for FY07 §313 established the 

following goals for DoD to clean up MRSs: 

•	 Complete preliminary assessments (PAs) at all active 

installations and FUDS properties by the end of FY07

•	 Achieve RIP/RC at all Legacy BRAC MRSs by the end  

of FY09

•	 Complete site inspections (SIs) at all active installations 

and FUDS properties by the end of FY10

•	 Establish a RIP/RC goal at active installations, BRAC 2005 

installations, and FUDS properties

DoD developed RIP/RC goals for MRSs at active 

installations and BRAC 2005 installations. As the MMRP 

evolves, DoD will develop RIP or RC goals for FUDS 

properties that are both reasonable and challenging 

(Figure 6-4). 

Cost-to-Complete (CTC): CTC estimates are the 

anticipated funds needed to complete cleanup at IRP 

sites and MRSs. The CTC estimates are derived from 

site-level funding information and can be impacted 

by prioritization, input from regulators and other 

stakeholders, the complexity of the cleanup, and the 

technologies that are available and chosen. DoD uses 

CTC estimates to ensure it employs cost-effective cleanup 

strategies at active installations, BRAC installations, 

and FUDS properties. CTC estimates that decrease as 

restoration sites move through the phases of cleanup and 

achieve program goals indicate DoD is making progress.
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Restoration Phases and Milestones: The DoD 

Components monitor cleanup progress and risk reduction 

at sites by aligning cleanup status with five phases and 

milestones in the CERCLA process (Figure 6-3): 

1. Investigation completed, underway, or planned

2. Cleanup completed, underway, or planned

3. RIP achieved

4. RC achieved

5. Long-term management (LTM) completed, underway, 

or planned. 

The Department strives for consistency and transparency 

when evaluating cleanup. As such, DoD and EPA continue 

to participate in the Joint Measures Harmonization Work  

Group to address inconsistencies between DoD and EPA  

data when reporting progress. The Work Group’s objectives  

are to review both agencies’ goals and performance 

metrics and to develop a transparent, consistent approach 

to reporting the progress of DoD’s cleanup program.

Performance Summary

Installation Restoration Program

DoD: 

•	 Achieved RIP/RC at 86 percent of IRP sites on active 

installations through FY10

•	 Transferred 14,298 acres through ETA at BRAC installations 

in FY10

•	 Achieved RIP/RC at 72 percent of IRP sites on FUDS 

properties through FY10

Active Installations

Through FY10, DoD identified 21,528 IRP sites on  

active installations.

Between FY06 and FY10, DoD increased the percentage 

of high relative risk sites achieving RIP/RC from 83 percent 

to 94 percent (Figure 6-4). While DoD did not achieve RIP/

Interim Remedial Actions and Removal Actions 
may occur at any time during the CERCLA process.

RIP is an important milestone in the CERCLA process. At this point, 
cleanup systems are constructed and operational.

If the investigation determines cleanup is not required, or when the remedial action 
objectives have been met, a site achieves the RC milestone (a site does not have to go 
through every phase to achieve RC).

Site Closeout indicates that all environmental restoration requirements are complete.

Milestone CompleteStart

Cleanup

Remedy in Place

Response Complete

Site Closeout

Record of Decision

New Sites

Investigation

Sites in Progress

Preliminary Assessment

Site Inspection

Remedial Investigation

Feasibility Study

Remedial Design

Remedial Action Construction

Remedial Action Operation

Long-Term Management

LTM

Figure 6-3 DoD CERCLA Environmental Restoration Phases and Milestones
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RC at all high relative risk sites by FY07 as planned, it is still 

working aggressively to reduce risk at the remaining sites. 

These sites generally pose significant challenges due to 

their complexity. 

DoD strives to reduce risk by achieving RIP/RC at all 

medium relative risk sites by the end of FY11 and at all low 

relative risk sites by the end of FY14. DoD increased the 

percentage of sites achieving RIP/RC at medium relative 

risk sites from 52 percent in FY06 to 75 percent in FY10. 

DoD also increased the percentage of sites achieving RIP/

RC at low relative risk sites from 59 percent in FY06 to 77 

percent in FY10 (Figure 6-4).

The Department is successfully moving sites through the 

investigation and cleanup phases. This is evidenced in 

FY10 by DoD increasing the number of sites achieving RC 

by 455 (Figure 6-5). 

DoD is working toward achieving RIP/RC at all active IRP 

sites by the end of FY14. Between FY09 and FY10, the 

Department made progress reducing risk and achieving 

RIP/RC at medium and low relative risk sites. The overall 

percentage of sites achieving RIP/RC remained at  

86 percent because new sites, some of which were not 

evaluated using the RRSE, were added to the inventory  

in FY10. 

Appendix D, Section 6 contains IRP performance data at 

active installations by DoD Component. 

BRAC Installations

Through FY10, DoD identified 5,127 IRP sites on  

BRAC installations. 

DoD’s goal is to achieve RIP/RC at all Legacy BRAC IRP 

sites by the end of FY15. Between FY06 and FY10, DoD 

Figure 6-4 DoD Restoration Performance Goals and Progress*

Installation Restoration Program FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10

Active Installations

Reduce risk or achieve RIP/RC at all high relative risk IRP sites by the end of FY07† 83% 92% 93% 94% 94%

Reduce risk or achieve RIP/RC at all medium relative risk IRP sites by the end of FY11† 52% 58% 65% 70% 75%

Reduce risk or achieve RIP/RC at all low relative risk IRP sites by the end of FY14† 59% 65% 69% 74% 77%

Achieve RIP/RC at all IRP sites by the end of FY14 85% 89% 90% 86% 86%

BRAC Installations

Achieve RIP/RC at all Legacy BRAC IRP sites by the end of FY15 86% 86% 87% 88% 88%

Achieve RIP/RC at all BRAC 2005 IRP sites by the end of FY14 66% 62% 47% 54% 61%

FUDS Properties

Reduce risk or achieve RIP/RC at all high relative risk IRP sites by the end of FY07 48% 50% 54% 55% 59%

Reduce risk or achieve RIP/RC at all medium relative risk IRP sites by the end of FY11 43% 46% 50% 52% 52%

Reduce risk or achieve RIP/RC at all low relative risk IRP sites by the end of FY20 44% 43% 52% 56% 58%

Achieve RIP/RC at all IRP sites by the end of FY20 67% 68% 70% 71% 72%

Military Munitions Response Program FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10

Active Installations

Complete PAs at all MRSs by the end of FY07† 70% 96% 95% 97% 96%

Complete SIs at all MRSs by the end of FY10† 24% 29% 51% 72% 97%

Achieve RIP/RC at all MRSs by the end of FY20 17% 23% 34% 43% 38%

BRAC Installations

Achieve RIP/RC at all Legacy BRAC MRSs by the end of FY09 38% 63% 67% 68% 70%

Achieve RIP/RC at all BRAC 2005 MRSs by the end of FY17 0% 20% 27% 33% 39%

FUDS Properties

Complete PAs at all MRSs by the end of FY07 99% 99% 99% 96% 98%

Complete SIs at all MRSs by the end of FY10 34% 45% 58% 67% 84%

* The Department considers a goal to be met when it achieves a 95 percent completion rate

† New sites added to the inventory after FY08 are not subject to the relative risk reduction or PA and SI completion goals
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Figure 6-6 DoD IRP Site Status at Legacy BRAC and BRAC 2005 Installations by Cleanup Phase
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100% Percent of Sites Achieving RIP/RC

FY2010FY2009FY2008FY2007FY2006 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10

 Investigation Planned or Underway 646 673 621 578 533

 Cleanup Planned or Underway 333 833 728 524 529

 (Remedy in Place)* (244) (750) (636) (411) (396)

 Response Complete 4,031 3,572 3,753 4,024 4,065

 (LTM Underway)† (381) (385) (423) (408) (403)

 Percent of Sites Achieving RIP/RC 85% 85% 86% 87% 87%

Total 5,010 5,078 5,102 5,126 5,127

* Remedy in Place is a subset of Cleanup Planned or Underway.

† LTM is a subset of Response Complete.

Figure 6-5 DoD IRP Site Status at Active Installations by Cleanup Phase
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FY10FY09FY08FY07FY06 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10

 Investigation Planned or Underway  2,127  1,606  1,360  2,457  2,392 

 Cleanup Planned or Underway  1,664  3,135  2,223  2,276  2,083 

 (Remedy in Place)*  (811)  (2,505)  (1,667)  (1,671)  (1,530) 

 Response Complete  16,035  15,097  16,260  16,600  17,053

 (LTM Underway)†  (709)  (638)  (758)  (829)  (905) 

 Percent of Sites Achieving RIP/RC 85% 89% 90% 86% 86%

Total  19,826  19,838  19,843  21,333  21,528 

* Remedy in Place is a subset of Cleanup Planned or Underway.

† LTM is a subset of Response Complete.
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increased the percentage of Legacy BRAC sites at RIP/RC 

from 86 percent to 88 percent (Figure 6-4). 

Through FY10, DoD achieved RIP/RC at 61 percent of all 

BRAC 2005 sites, an increase from 54 percent in FY09. 

Despite this progress, the proportion of BRAC 2005 sites 

achieving RIP/RC fell from 66 percent in FY06 (Figure 6-4). 

The reason for this decrease is that between FY06 and 

FY10, the BRAC 2005 inventory increased by 79 sites, or 

33 percent. The actual number of sites achieving RIP/RC 

between FY06 and FY10 did not decrease. 

DoD has been aggressively moving Legacy BRAC and 

BRAC 2005 sites through the cleanup process. This means 

that sites moved through the investigation and cleanup 

phases to achieve RIP/RC. Between FY06 and FY10, DoD 

increased the number of Legacy BRAC and BRAC 2005 IRP 

sites achieving RIP/RC by 186 sites (Figure 6-6). 

Another noteworthy achievement is the transfer of BRAC 

property through ETA. In FY10, the Army transferred a  

total of 14,298 acres through ETA at the Lone Star Army  

Ammunition Plant in Texas. Through FY10, the Department  

has transferred over 30,000 acres through ETA.

Appendix D, Section 6 contains IRP performance data at 

BRAC installations by DoD Component. 

FUDS Properties

Through FY10, DoD identified 2,921 IRP sites on  

FUDS properties. 

Between FY06 and FY10, the Department increased the 

percentage of high relative risk sites achieving RIP/RC 

from 48 percent to 59 percent (Figure 6-4). While DoD did 

not achieve RIP/RC at all high relative risk sites by FY07 as 

planned, it is still working to reduce risk at the remaining 

sites. These sites generally pose significant challenges due 

to their complexity. 

DoD is effectively moving sites on FUDS properties through  

the investigation and cleanup phases to achieve RIP/RC. 

Between FY06 and FY10, DoD decreased the percentage 

of sites in the investigation phase from 22 percent to  

17 percent. During the same period, the Department also 

Figure 6-7 DoD IRP Site Status at FUDS Properties by Cleanup Phase
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FY2010FY2009FY2008FY2007FY2006 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10

 Investigation Planned or Underway 673 602 547 491 492

 Cleanup Planned or Underway 340 386 383 366 319

 (Remedy in Place)* (6) (10) (14) (14) (7)

 Response Complete 2,008 2,046 2,114 2,022 2,110

 (LTM Underway)† (21) (32) (38) (45) (50)

 Percent of Sites Achieving RIP/RC 67% 68% 70% 71% 72%

Total 3,021 3,034 3,044 2,879 2,921

* Remedy in Place is a subset of Cleanup Planned or Underway.

† LTM is a subset of Response Complete.
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increased the percentage of sites achieving RIP/RC from 

67 percent to 72 percent. Between FY09 and FY10, DoD 

increased the number of sites achieving RIP/RC on FUDS 

properties by 88 sites (Figure 6-7). 

Appendix D, Section 6 contains IRP performance data at 

FUDS properties. 

CTC

In FY10, DoD estimated the CTC to be $12.8 billion for  

IRP cleanup. 

Between FY09 and FY10, DoD increased the CTC estimates 

for IRP cleanup by five percent. Despite this increase, DoD 

decreased the CTC estimates by eight percent since FY06 

(Figure 6-8). This downward trend in IRP CTC estimates 

reflects DoD’s success in moving sites through the 

cleanup phases to achieve RIP/RC.

Appendix D, Section 6 contains IRP CTC data by  

DoD Component. 

Military Munitions Response Program 

DoD: 

•	 Achieved its goal by completing site inspections at  

97 percent of MRSs at active installations by FY10

•	 Decreased the MMRP CTC estimates on active installations, 

BRAC installations, and FUDS properties by 11 percent

•	 Increased the percentage of MRSs on FUDS properties 

achieving RIP/RC from 29 percent in FY06 to 38 percent 

in FY10

Active Installations

Through FY10, DoD identified 2,433 MRSs on active 

installations, a 33 percent increase from FY09 (Figure 6-9). 

In FY10, the number of MRSs increased because: 

•	 the Army added the National Guard Bureau  

non-DoD owned, non-operational defense sites to its 

MRS inventory

•	 the Air Force is conducting an additional inventory of its 

MMRP, which resulted in the identification of new MRSs

•	 the Air Force is also splitting MRSs into smaller sites to 

put uncontaminated sites back to use

Figure 6-8 DoD IRP CTC Estimates at Active Installations, BRAC Installations, and FUDS Properties (Billions of Dollars)†
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 Active $7.5 $6.9 $6.3 $6.4 $7.2

 BRAC $3.0 $2.9 $2.8 $2.8 $2.7 

 FUDS $3.4 $3.2 $2.8 $3.0 $2.8

Total* $13.9 $13.1 $11.9 $12.2 $12.8

* Subtotals may not add to total due to rounding.

† Funding represents site-level data and does not include management and support costs not directly attributable to specific sites.
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DoD’s MMRP goals include completing PAs at all MRSs by 

the end of FY07 and completing SIs at all MRSs by the end 

of FY10. Through FY10, DoD completed PAs at 96 percent 

of MRSs. Between FY09 and FY10, DoD increased the 

percentage of SIs completed at MRSs from 72 percent to 

97 percent, achieving its goal (Figure 6-4). 

Between FY06 and FY10, DoD continued moving sites 

through the investigation and cleanup phases to achieve 

RIP/RC. During this time, the Department increased the 

percentage of MRSs achieving RIP/RC from 17 percent to 

38 percent at active installations (Figure 6-9). 

Between FY09 and FY10, the number of sites achieving 

RIP/RC increased by 158 sites; however, the percentage 

of sites achieving RIP/RC decreased because the MRS 

inventory increased. 

Appendix D, Section 6 contains MMRP performance data 

at active installations by DoD Component.

BRAC Installations

Through FY10, DoD identified 346 MRSs on  

BRAC installations. 

Between FY06 and FY10, DoD increased the percentage  

of sites achieving RIP/RC at Legacy BRAC MRSs from  

38 percent to 70 percent (Figure 6-4). DoD did not achieve 

RIP/RC at all Legacy BRAC MRSs by the end of FY09 as 

planned. While the Department did not meet this goal, 

it continues working to reduce risk at these sites, which 

pose challenges due to their complexity.

DoD’s goal is to achieve RIP/RC at all BRAC 2005 MRSs by 

the end of FY17. Between FY09 and FY10, DoD increased 

the percentage of MRSs achieving RIP/RC from 33 percent 

to 39 percent at BRAC 2005 installations (Figure 6-4). DoD 

is showing continual progress toward meeting its goal in 

the next seven years.

Between FY06 and FY10, DoD demonstrated it is successfully  

moving MRSs through the investigation and cleanup phases  

at Legacy BRAC and BRAC 2005 installations. During this 

time, the Department decreased the percentage of MRSs 

Figure 6-9 DoD MRS Status at Active Installations by Cleanup Phase
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FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10

 Investigation Planned or Underway  1,076  1,198  1,097  1,013  1,329 

 Cleanup Planned or Underway  8  15  23  96 199

 (Remedy in Place)* (0)  (12)  (11)  (60)  (31) 

 Response Complete  226  337  550  718  905 

 (LTM Underway)†  (3)  (2)  (2)  (9)  (7) 

 Percent of Sites Achieving RIP/RC 17% 23% 34% 43% 38%

Total  1,310  1,550  1,670  1,827  2,433 

* Remedy in Place is a subset of Cleanup Planned or Underway.

† LTM is a subset of Response Complete.
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Figure 6-11 DoD MRS Status at FUDS Properties by Cleanup Phase
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 Cleanup Planned or Underway 48 159 79 52 73

 (Remedy in Place)* (0) (0) (0) (0) (0)

 Response Complete 473 403 568 561 640

 (LTM Underway)† (12) (15) (17) (18) (20)

 Percent of Sites Achieving RIP/RC 29% 24% 34% 35% 38%

Total 1,633 1,650 1,661 1,612 1,703

* Remedy in Place is a subset of Cleanup Planned or Underway.

† LTM is a subset of Response Complete.

Figure 6-10 DoD MRS Status at Legacy BRAC and BRAC 2005 Installations by Cleanup Phase
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Total 373 337 343 344 346

* Remedy in Place is a subset of Cleanup Planned or Underway.

† LTM is a subset of Response Complete.
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in the investigation phase from 64 percent to 31 percent. 

This corresponds to an increase in the percentage of MRSs 

achieving RIP/RC from 33 percent to 65 percent during the 

same time period (Figure 6-10).

Appendix D, Section 6 contains MMRP performance data 

at BRAC installations by DoD Component. 

FUDS Properties

Through FY10, DoD identified 1,703 MRSs on  

FUDS properties. 

DoD completed PAs at 98 percent of MRSs on FUDS 

properties to date. Between FY09 and FY10, DoD increased  

the percentage of SIs completed from 67 percent to 

84 percent (Figure 6-4). However, DoD did not meet its 

goal of completing SIs at all MRSs on FUDS properties 

by the end of FY10. The FUDS inventory has significantly 

increased since this goal was established in FY04. The 

additional MRSs, as well as the challenging task of 

obtaining rights of entry from current land owners, 

have caused a delay in meeting the goal. In an effort 

to complete SIs at the remaining MRSs in the current 

inventory, the Army established an internal timeline to 

ensure that it completes SIs at FUDS properties by FY13. 

DoD is making progress cleaning up MRSs on FUDS 

properties. Between FY06 and FY10, DoD decreased the 

percentage of MRSs in the investigation phase from 68 

percent to 58 percent. During this same period, DoD 

increased the percentage of MRSs achieving RIP/RC from 

29 percent to 38 percent (Figure 6-11). 

Appendix D, Section 6 contains MMRP performance data 

at FUDS properties. 

CTC

In FY10, DoD estimated the CTC for MMRP cleanup to be 

$15.2 billion. 

Between FY09 and FY10, DoD decreased the CTC estimates  

for MMRP cleanup by 11 percent. DoD has decreased the 

CTC estimates by 19 percent since FY06 (Figure 6-12). This 

downward trend in MMRP CTC estimates reflects DoD’s 

success in moving sites through the cleanup phases to 

achieve RIP/RC. 

Appendix D, Section 6 contains MMRP CTC performance 

data by DoD Component. 

Figure 6-12 DoD MMRP CTC Estimates at Active Installations, BRAC Installations, and FUDS Properties (Billions of Dollars)†
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Technology

Technology is an important part of the MMRP. The 

application of innovative, effective environmental 

technologies can improve cleanup efficiency, resulting in 

reduced risk and accelerated completion of the program. 

DoD supports research and development programs 

focusing on technologies to improve the safety, efficiency, 

and cost-effectiveness of munitions cleanup. Information 

on the specific technologies to advance the MMRP can 

be found at the Strategic Environmental Research and 

Development Program and Environmental Security 

Technology Certification Program Web site:  

http://serdp-estcp.org/

Cost Recovery 

Installations report the amount of cleanup costs 

recovered in the reporting year and the amount recovered 

cumulatively through FY10. DoD recovered $20.3 million 

in cleanup costs in FY10. The Department has recovered 

approximately $578 million cumulatively through FY10.

Appendix D, Section 6 contains Cost Recovery data by 

DoD Component.

Restoration Partnerships

RABs

DoD currently maintains 265 RABs on active installations, 

BRAC installations, and FUDS properties (Figure 6-13). 

DoD has supported a consistent number of RABs since it 

established the program in FY94. In FY10, DoD established 

three RABs and adjourned one RAB at Fort Richardson, 

Alaska (Figure 6-14). 

In FY10, DoD spent $3.5 million to support RABs, which 

represents an 18 percent increase since the previous  

year. Expenditures vary from year to year, based on 

community interest and participation, as well as  

cleanup requirements. 

Figure 6-15 RABs Awarded TAPP Funding in FY10 (Actual Dollars)

Installation Name FFID TAPP Amount

Army

Picatinny Arsenal NJ221382070400 $20,672

Navy

Calverton NWIRP NY217002379400 $24,950

Formerly Used Defense Sites

Kinchloe AFB MI59799F226000 $24,300

Total $69,922

Figure 6-14 RABs Established and Adjourned in FY10

Installation Name FFID DoD Component Established/Adjourned

Yuma Proving Ground AZ921412099100 Army Established

NSA Andersen Guam GU917309951900 Navy Established

San Diego Naval Training Center CA917002320200 Navy Established

Fort Richardson, AK AK021452215700 Army Adjourned

Figure 6-13 Total Number of RABs

Total RABs: 265

FUDS
(43)

BRAC
(75)

Active
(147)
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DoD may provide TAPP Grants to support technology 

assessments, relative risk site evaluations, health risk 

evaluations, and technical training and other support. 

In FY10, two DoD installations and one FUDS property 

received TAPP grants for their respective RABs, totaling 

$69,922 (Figure 6-15). 

In FY10, local residents, local government officials, and 

business community members made up a majority of RAB  

participants (Figure 6-16). The DoD Components report  

that most RABs advised DoD on the scope of environmental  

or public health studies. RABs also commonly provided 

input to prioritizing sites and selecting cleanup activities 

(Figure 6-17). RABs review plans and technical documents, 

and provide comments or advice as their two primary 

activities, a similar trend to FY09 (Figure 6-18).

Appendix D, Section 6 contains data on the number of 

RABs by DoD Component. 

DSMOA

Since 1986, DoD signed 53 DSMOAs with 48 states,  

4 U.S. territories, and the District of Columbia. Only 

Arkansas, North Dakota, and the Virgin Islands have not 

signed DSMOAs. Of the 53 eligible partners, 52 have 

signed CAs for the FY08-FY10 funding period. The Navy 

signed two CAs, with California and West Virginia, outside 

the DSMOA program for the FY08-FY10 period.

In FY10, DoD reimbursed $27 million through 

DSMOA (Figure 6-19). An overview of FY10 DSMOA 

reimbursements by state and U.S. territory appears in 

Figure 6-20.
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Figure 6-19 DSMOA and Cooperative Agreement Status (Actual Dollars)

State/Territory DSMOA Signed (mm/dd/yy) CA Application Signed (mm/dd/yy) FY10 DSMOA Reimbursements

Alabama 5/29/90 5/10/10 $1,772,355

Alaska 6/4/90 5/10/10 $2,142,157

American Samoa 7/10/91 N/A $0

Arizona 3/13/91 5/6/10 $541,291

Arkansas N/A N/A N/A

California 5/31/90 5/10/10 $5,920,045

Colorado 10/18/93 4/21/10 $424,439

Connecticut 4/23/98 5/10/10 $0

Delaware 2/26/90 4/22/10 $0

District of Columbia 5/9/94 5/6/10 $599,062

Florida 6/14/90 4/22/10 $739,474

Georgia 5/8/90 4/29/10 $597,648

Guam 11/27/91 4/29/10 $60,823

Hawaii 9/10/91 4/16/10 $263,761

Idaho 2/6/91 4/21/10 $188,910

Illinois 12/17/92 4/19/10 $1,312,153

Indiana 4/17/91 5/11/10 $105,780

Iowa 2/1/08 4/19/10 $36,915

Kansas 8/6/92 4/11/10 $317,794

Kentucky 6/6/91 4/20/10 $109,792

Louisiana 11/13/91 4/20/10 $62,528

Maine 6/24/91 4/22/10 $457,210

Maryland 11/26/90 4/16/10 $672,444

Massachusetts 10/18/91 5/6/10 $901,935

Michigan 8/27/92 4/22/10 $980,622

Minnesota 6/29/91 5/4/10 $332,542

Mississippi 10/13/89 5/11/10 $200,075

Missouri 5/22/91 4/26/10 $704,745

Montana 4/17/98 4/20/10 $76,197

Nebraska 9/29/92 4/19/10 $158,084

Nevada 9/12/90 4/16/10 $330,345

New Hampshire 1/22/93 4/16/10 $201,231

New Jersey 4/3/92 5/12/10 $561,810

New Mexico 6/12/90 4/21/10 $125,277

New York 6/6/91 4/20/10 $603,459

North Carolina 6/6/91 4/20/10 $620,977

North Dakota N/A N/A N/A

Northern Mariana Islands 10/18/91 5/28/10 $0

Ohio 10/6/92 4/20/10 $516,330

Oklahoma 12/28/92 4/19/10 $165,279

Oregon 6/30/04 5/6/10 $50,325

Pennsylvania 4/14/94 5/3/10 $144,452

Puerto Rico 2/4/91 5/11/10 $370,830

Rhode Island 9/26/91 4/29/10 $252,340
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Figure 6-19, cont. DSMOA and Cooperative Agreement Status (Actual Dollars)

State/Territory DSMOA Signed (mm/dd/yy) CA Application Signed (mm/dd/yy) FY10 DSMOA Reimbursements

South Carolina 5/8/91 4/20/10 $1,169,751

South Dakota 10/25/91 4/15/10 $105,029

Tennessee 6/2/92 4/21/10 $232,812

Texas 4/8/91 4/20/10 $562,477

Utah 11/11/98 4/21/10 $376,494

Vermont 6/22/90 5/10/10 $29,218

Virgin Islands N/A N/A N/A

Virginia 8/31/90 4/19/10 $634,623

Washington 2/3/94 1/1/10 $0

West Virginia 5/24/90 5/10/10 $8,894

Wisconsin 7/22/92 4/19/10 $126,732

Wyoming 6/27/90 4/20/10 $196,510

Total $27,063,976
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Greater than $2 million Greater than $1 million and less than or equal to $2 million

Less than or equal to $500,000 Signed DSMOA; No Cooperative Agreement No DSMOA or Cooperative Agreement

Greater than $500,000 and less than or equal to $1 million

Figure 6-20 FY10 DSMOA Reimbursements by State and U.S. Territory
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Funding for these miscellaneous environmental programs 

is included in the Natural and Cultural Resources, 

Compliance, and Pollution Prevention funding charts; 

however, it is also displayed separately in Figure 1-15.

Figure 1-15 DoD Miscellaneous Environmental Programs Funding

FY06 Actual FY07 Actual FY08 Actual FY09 Actual FY10 Actual FY11 Estimated FY12 Requested

 REPI $35.3 $35.9 $42.8 $48.6 $50.3 $39.8 $53.0

 NALEMP $10.0 $10.1 $10.0 $11.9 $12.2 $0.2 $0.2

 Legacy Resource Management $8.4 $7.0 $7.0 $7.1 $6.8 $7.0 $6.5

 DEIC Program $1.4 $1.2 $0.7 $1.3 $1.4 $1.4 $5.0

 Emerging Contaminants $0.0 $0.0 $0.9 $1.9 $1.1 $1.2 $1.2
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Cherry Point Marine Corps Air Station NPLUBRAC 2005 Realignment 

FFID: NC417302726100  Contaminants: SVOCs, explosives, propellants, VOCs, PCBs, Five-Year Review Status: Completed and planned

 Location (Size): Cherry Point, North Carolina (29,139 acres) petroleum hydrocarbons, solvents, heavy metals  IRP/MMRP Status Table: Refer to page E-6-123 
Mission: Maintain and operate support facilities; provide Media Affected: Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil

services and materials for marine aircraft  Funding to Date: $ 97.1 million

 HRS Score: 70.71; placed on NPL in December 1994  Est. CTC (Comp Year): $ 95.6 million (FY2042)

 IAG Status: FFA signed in January 2005 and January 2008  IRP Sites (Final RIP/RC): 108 (FY2017)

 MMRP Sites (Final RIP/RC): 3 (FY2019)

Introduction 
Cherry Point Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) provides 
services and materials for marine aircraft. Military activities 
have resulted in environmental contamination at the installation. 
The potential risk to human health and the environment was 
significant enough for EPA to place the installation on the NPL 
in December 1994. DoD and EPA signed federal facility 
agreements (FFAs) in FY05 and FY08 to outline how they were 
going to proceed with cleanup. In 2005, the BRAC Commission 
recommended Cherry Point MCAS for realignment. Formed in 
FY91, the installation converted its technical review committee 
responsible for communicating cleanup progress with the 
community into a Restoration Advisory Board in FY95. In FY93, 
the installation formed two information repositories, and in 
FY95, completed a community relations plan. Cherry Point 
MCAS finalized its community involvement plan in FY05. To 
ensure continuous monitoring and improvement, the installation 
completed five-year review reports for eight sites in FY03 and 
FY08. 

To date, the installation has completed 10 Records of Decision 
(RODs), which selected cleanup actions for 15 sites and 
determined that no further cleanup actions were necessary for 
5 sites. In FY02, the installation conducted an inventory of all 
sites suspected to contain munitions contamination for the 
Military Munitions Response Program (MMRP); MMRP sites 
were identified. 

FY10 IRP Progress 
Cherry Point MCAS began design and started cleanup 
operations at Operable Unit (OU) 14 (Site 90). The installation 
also completed RODs determining that no further cleanup 
actions were necessary for OU 1 (Sites 14, 15, 17, 18, and 40). 
Cherry Point MCAS also completed a draft feasibility study (FS) 
to evaluate cleanup alternatives for the central groundwater 
plume at OU 1. The installation also completed Phase I of the 
vapor intrusion investigation for OU 1. 

Administrative issues delayed the optimization study to identify 
opportunities for streamlining cleanup for groundwater at OU 2. 

FY10 MMRP Progress 
Cherry Point MCAS completed the site inspections (SIs) at 
Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) Sites 1 and 3. 

Administrative issues delayed the completion of the SI at UXO 
Site 2. 

Plan of Action 
Plan of action items for Cherry Point Marine Corps Air Station 
are grouped below according to program category.

 IRP 
0 Complete optimization study for groundwater 

at OU 2 in FY11. 
0 Finalize the FS and proposed plan for the 

central groundwater plume at OU 1 in FY11. 
0 Finalize the FS for OU 1 (Sites 16 and 83) in 

FY11. 
0 Complete proposed cleanup plan, revised ROD, 

and cleanup design for OU 2 (Site 10) in 
FY11. 

0 Perform Phase II of the vapor intrusion study 
and implement treatability study at OU 1 in 
FY11. 

0 Complete proposed cleanup plan and ROD for OU 
1 (Sites 16 and 83) in FY12.

 MMRP 
0 Complete the final focused remedial  

investigation, including surface removal, at  
Site 1 in FY11.  

0 Conduct watershed contaminant source pilot 
investigation at UXO Site 2 in FY11. 

0 Complete SI for UXO Site 2 in FY11.

Navy F-37 
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AAP Army Ammunition Plant

AD Army Depot

AFB Air Force Base

AFP Air Force Plant

AFRPA Air Force Real Property Agency

ANG Air National Guard

AOC Area of Concern

ARB Air Reserve Base

ARC Annual Report to Congress

ARS Air Reserve Station

AST Aboveground Storage Tank

BD/DR Building Demolition and Debris Removal

BIA Bureau of Indian Affairs

BRAC Base Realignment and Closure

BTEX Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene, and Xylene

C&D Construction and Demolition

CA Cooperative Agreements

CAA Clean Air Act

CAP Corrective Action Plan

CD Chemical Depot

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act

CFC Chlorofluorocarbon

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CMI Corrective Measures Implementation

CMS Corrective Measures Study

CO Carbon Monoxide

CO₂ Carbon Dioxide 

CON/HTRW Containerized Hazardous, Toxic and  
Radioactive Waste

CTC Cost-to-Complete

CWA Clean Water Act

CWM Chemical Weapons Materiel

CY Calendar Year

DD Decision Document

DDD Defense Distribution Depot

DDT Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane

DEIC Defense Environmental  
International Cooperation

DENIX Defense Environmental Network and 
Information eXchange

DEP Defense Environmental Programs

DEP ARC Defense Environmental Programs Annual 
Report to Congress 

DESC Defense Energy Support Center

DLA Defense Logistics Agency

DMM Discarded Military Munitions

DNAPL Dense Nonaqueous Phase Liquid

DNE Determined not eligible for listing

DNR Designation rescinded for NHLI/NHLC/NREI/
NREC National Registry property 

DNSC Defense National Stockpile Center

DoD Department of Defense

DoDD Department of Defense Directive

DoDI Department of Defense Instruction

DOE Department of Energy

DOI Department of the Interior

DOJ Department of Justice

DON Department of the Navy

DP Disposal Pit

DPG Defense Planning Guidance

DRMO Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office

DSC Defense Supply Center

DSMOA Defense State Memorandum of Agreement

DTRA Defense Threat Reduction Agency

DWCF Defense Working Capital Fund

DWFP Defense Warfighter Protection 

ECP Environmental Condition of Property

EE/CA Engineering Evaluation and Cost Analysis

ELPA Eligible for the purposes of a program 
alternative

EMS Environmental Management System

E.O. Executive Order
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EPA Environmental Protection Agency

EPCRA Emergency Planning and Community  
Right-to-Know Act

ER Environmental Restoration

ESA Endangered Species Act

ESCA Environmental Services Cooperative Agreement

ESI Expanded Site Inspection

ESOH Environmental, Safety, and Occupational Health

ESS Explosives Safety Submission

ESTCP Environmental Security Technology  
Certification Program

ETA Early Transfer Authority

EU European Union

FAA Federal Aviation Administration

FAR Federal Acquisition Regulation

FFA Federal Facility Agreement

FFID Federal Facility Identifier

FFS Focused Feasibility Study

FGS Final Governing Standards

FISC Fleet Industrial Supply Center

FMR Financial Management Regulation

FOSL Finding of Suitability to Lease

FOST Finding of Suitability to Transfer

FP Fire Pit

FPTA Fire Pit Training Area

FS Feasibility Study

FT Fire Training

FTA Fire Training Area

FUDS Formerly Used Defense Site

FY Fiscal Year

GIS Geographic Information System

HAP Hazardous Air Pollutant

HAZMAT Hazardous Material 

HQMC Headquarters, Marine Corps

HRS Hazard Ranking System

HTRW Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste

IAG Interagency Agreement

ICRMP Integrated Cultural Resource Management Plan

INPR Inventory Project Report

INRMP Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan

IRA Interim Remedial Action

IRP Installation Restoration Program

ISWM Integrated Solid Waste Management

JGEnvAtt Joint Group on Environmental Attributes

LF Landfill

LTM Long-term Management

LUC Land Use Control

MC Munitions Constituents or Mission Critical

MCAS Marine Corps Air Station

MCB Marine Corps Base

MCL Maximum Contaminant Level

MCLB Marine Corps Logistics Base

MCRAD Military Cultural Resources Analysis Database

MDA Missile Defense Agency

MDNC Mission Dependent, Not Critical 

MEC Munitions and Explosives of Concern

MEK Methyl Ethyl Ketone

MilCon Military Construction

MMRP Military Munitions Response Program

MNA Monitored Natural Attenuation

MOA Memorandum of Agreement

MOU Memorandum of Understanding

MRA Munitions Response Area

MRS Munitions Response Site

MRSPP Munitions Response Site Prioritization Protocol

MTBE Methyl Tertiary Butyl Ether

NAF Naval Air Facility 

NALEMP Native American Lands Environmental 
Mitigation Program

NAS Naval Air Station

NASA National Aeronautics and Space Administration

NAVFAC Naval Facilities Engineering Command

NAWC Naval Air Warfare Center
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NAWS Naval Air Weapons Station

NCAW Net Chemical Agent Weight

NCE Non-contributing element of  
NHL/NRL/NRE district

NCS Naval Communication Station

NDAA National Defense Authorization Act

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NEV Not yet evaluated

NFRAP No Further Remedial Action Planned

NHLC Contributing element to a national historic 
landmark district

NHLI Individually listed national historic landmark

NHO Native Hawaiian Organizations

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act

NIM Natural Infrastructure Management

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act

NOx Nitrogen Oxide

NPDES National Pollution Discharge Elimination System

NPL National Priorities List

NRC Nuclear Regulatory Commission

NREC Eligible as a contributing element to an eligible 
National Register district

NREI Individually eligible for the National Register

NRLC Contributing element to a National  
Register district

NRLI Individually-listed on the National Register

NS Naval Station

NSWC Naval Surface Warfare Center

NSY Naval Shipyard

NTC Naval Training Center

NWIRP Naval Weapons Industrial Reserve Plant

NWS Naval Weapons Station

O&M Operations and Maintenance

O₃ Ozone

OB/OD Open Burning/Open Detonation

OSD Office of the Secretary of Defense

OU Operable Unit

PA Preliminary Assessment

PAH Polyaromatic Hydrocarbons

Pb Lead

PBC Performance-Based Contracting

PCB Polychlorinated Biphenyl

PM Particulate Matter

POL Petroleum, Oil, and Lubricants

POTW Publicly Owned Treatment Works

PP Proposed Plan

PRAP Proposed Remedial Action Plan

PROC Procurement

PRP Potentially Responsible Party

QRP Qualified Recycling Program

RAB Restoration Advisory Board

RAC Remedial Action Construction

RA-C Risk Assessment Code

RACR Remedial Action Completion Report

RA-O Remedial Action Operation

RAP Remedial Action Plan

RC Response Complete

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

RDT&E Research, Development, Testing, and Evaluation

RDX Royal Demolition eXplosive

REPI Readiness and Environmental  
Protection Initiative 

RFA RCRA Facility Assessment

RFI RCRA Facility Investigation

RI Remedial Investigation

RIP Remedy in Place

ROD Record of Decision

RRSE Relative Risk Site Evaluation

RSE Removal Site Evaluation

SAIA Sikes Act Improvement Act

SARA Superfund Amendments and  
Reauthorization Act

SDWA Safe Drinking Water Act



Fiscal Year 2010 | Defense Environmental Programs Annual Report to Congress A-5

Appendix A: Acronyms

SERDP Strategic Environmental Research and 
Development Program

SI Site Inspection

SO₂ Sulfur Dioxide

SS Spill Site

SSPP Strategic Sustainability Performance Plan

SVE Soil Vapor Extraction

SVOC Semivolatile Organic Compounds

SWMU Solid Waste Management Unit

TCE Trichloroethylene

TNT Trinitrotoluene

TRI Toxics Release Inventory

TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S.C. United States Code

USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture

USD(AT&L) Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, 
Technology, and Logistics

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS U.S. Geological Survey

UST Underground Storage Tank

UXO Unexploded Ordnance

VOC Volatile Organic Compound

WP Waste Pit
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Section 1. Defense Environmental Funding
Figure D-1.1 Natural and Cultural Resources Budget Summary (Millions of Dollars)*

Army FY06 Actual FY07 Actual FY08 Actual FY09 Actual FY10 Actual FY11 Estimated‡ FY12 Requested

Recurring

Manpower† N/A $53.0 $63.2 $60.1 $88.8 $54.3 $64.0

Education and Training† N/A $0.0 $0.6 $0.9 $1.4 $1.0 $1.1

Other Recurring $12.5 $16.1 $78.3 $67.0 $98.7 $57.4 $69.3

Total $12.5 $69.1 $142.1 $128.0 $188.9 $112.7 $134.4

Nonrecurring

Threatened & Endangered Species $3.0 $3.7 $10.8 $20.6 $30.6 $16.2 $20.3

Wetlands $1.8 $2.3 $2.9 $3.2 $4.7 $2.5 $3.1

Other Natural Resources $41.0 $45.6 $9.6 $12.4 $18.4 $9.7 $12.2

Historical & Cultural Resources $33.4 $45.9 $11.8 $16.2 $24.5 $14.1 $17.2

Total $79.2 $97.5 $35.0 $52.4 $78.2 $42.5 $52.8

Total Recurring $12.5 $69.1 $142.1 $128.0 $188.9 $112.7 $134.4

Total Nonrecurring $79.2 $97.5 $35.0 $52.4 $78.2 $42.5 $52.8

Total $91.7 $166.6 $177.1 $180.4 $267.1 $155.2 $187.3

Navy FY06 Actual FY07 Actual FY08 Actual FY09 Actual FY10 Actual FY11 Estimated‡ FY12 Requested

Recurring

Manpower† $0.0 $0.0 $2.6 $2.8 $3.0 $3.3 $3.3

Education and Training† $0.0 $0.0 $0.1 $0.1 $0.1 $0.1 $0.1

Other Recurring $10.7 $11.6 $11.0 $12.9 $19.8 $16.9 $32.6

Total $10.7 $11.6 $13.7 $15.7 $22.9 $20.2 $36.0

Nonrecurring

Threatened & Endangered Species $1.2 $0.6 $1.9 $1.4 $3.2 $3.5 $3.6

Wetlands $0.7 $0.3 $0.4 $0.4 $0.8 $0.9 $2.4

Other Natural Resources $1.1 $0.8 $1.8 $1.8 $2.8 $6.9 $4.9

Historical & Cultural Resources $1.0 $0.9 $4.5 $4.8 $4.6 $4.6 $4.7

Total $4.1 $2.6 $8.7 $8.5 $11.4 $16.0 $15.7

Total Recurring $10.7 $11.6 $13.7 $15.7 $22.9 $20.2 $36.0

Total Nonrecurring $4.1 $2.6 $8.7 $8.5 $11.4 $16.0 $15.7

Total $14.7 $14.2 $22.4 $24.2 $34.3 $36.2 $51.7

* Subtotals may not add to totals due to rounding.

† Prior to FY07, DoD reported all Manpower and Education & Training funds under the Compliance Program.

‡ Because of the lack of Appropriations Acts, the Comptroller estimated the Fiscal Year (FY) 2011 amounts based on the FY11 President’s Budget request, with an adjustment to match the annualized Continuing Resolution funding level by appropriation.
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Figure D-1.1, cont. Natural and Cultural Resources Budget Summary (Millions of Dollars)*

Marine Corps FY06 Actual FY07 Actual FY08 Actual FY09 Actual FY10 Actual FY11 Estimated‡ FY12 Requested

Recurring

Manpower† $0.0 $7.7 $8.7 $7.7 $7.4 $7.4 $9.9

Education and Training† $0.0 $0.1 $0.1 $0.1 $0.2 $0.2 $0.2

Other Recurring $4.9 $5.2 $8.7 $4.7 $4.4 $4.3 $4.2

Total $4.9 $13.1 $17.5 $12.5 $12.0 $11.9 $14.3

Nonrecurring

Threatened & Endangered Species $2.3 $5.9 $2.8 $2.2 $2.6 $2.6 $2.6

Wetlands $0.7 $0.3 $0.1 $0.3 $0.5 $0.5 $0.5

Other Natural Resources $3.6 $2.6 $2.7 $2.5 $3.0 $3.1 $3.2

Historical & Cultural Resources $2.9 $3.8 $4.8 $2.5 $2.5 $2.3 $2.6

Total $9.5 $12.6 $10.4 $7.6 $8.5 $8.4 $8.9

Total Recurring $4.9 $13.1 $17.5 $12.5 $12.0 $11.9 $14.3

Total Nonrecurring $9.5 $12.6 $10.4 $7.6 $8.5 $8.4 $8.9

Total $14.4 $25.7 $27.9 $20.1 $20.5 $20.4 $23.2

Air Force FY06 Actual FY07 Actual FY08 Actual FY09 Actual FY10 Actual FY11 Estimated‡ FY12 Requested

Recurring

Manpower† N/A $15.0 $17.3 $17.4 $17.1 $20.3 $19.9

Education and Training† N/A $1.1 $0.8 $0.8 $0.8 $0.8 $0.7

Other Recurring $21.4 $18.4 $26.2 $22.2 $20.7 $22.8 $20.7

Total $21.4 $34.6 $44.3 $40.3 $38.5 $44.0 $41.3

Nonrecurring

Threatened & Endangered Species $0.5 $0.6 $0.5 $1.5 $0.3 $0.9 $0.6

Wetlands $0.3 $1.8 $3.7 $1.9 $1.0 $1.4 $0.8

Other Natural Resources $5.9 $7.1 $8.3 $9.4 $6.4 $8.4 $6.0

Historical & Cultural Resources $9.2 $4.9 $16.9 $14.8 $10.9 $10.2 $8.5

Total $16.0 $14.3 $29.4 $27.6 $18.6 $20.9 $15.8

Total Recurring $21.4 $34.6 $44.3 $40.3 $38.5 $44.0 $41.3

Total Nonrecurring $16.0 $14.3 $29.4 $27.6 $18.6 $20.9 $15.8

Total $37.3 $48.9 $73.7 $67.9 $57.2 $64.9 $57.2

* Subtotals may not add to totals due to rounding.

† Prior to FY07, DoD reported all Manpower and Education & Training funds under the Compliance Program.

‡ Because of the lack of Appropriations Acts, the Comptroller estimated the Fiscal Year (FY) 2011 amounts based on the FY11 President’s Budget request, with an adjustment to match the annualized Continuing Resolution funding level by appropriation.
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Figure D-1.1, cont. Natural and Cultural Resources Budget Summary (Millions of Dollars)*

DLA FY06 Actual FY07 Actual FY08 Actual FY09 Actual FY10 Actual FY11 Estimated‡ FY12 Requested

Recurring

Manpower† N/A $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0

Education and Training† N/A $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0

Other Recurring $0.0 $0.1 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.1 $0.1

Total $0.0 $0.1 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.1 $0.1

Nonrecurring

Threatened & Endangered Species $0.1 $0.2 $0.4 $0.3 $0.1 $0.3 $0.3

Wetlands $0.0 $0.0 $0.5 $0.1 < $0.05 < $0.05 < $0.05

Other Natural Resources $0.1 $0.1 $0.1 $0.1 $0.1 $0.2 $0.1

Historical & Cultural Resources $0.1 $0.1 $0.1 $0.4 $0.2 $0.2 $0.2

Total $0.3 $0.4 $1.2 $0.8 $0.4 $0.7 $0.6

Total Recurring $0.0 $0.1 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.1 $0.1

Total Nonrecurring $0.3 $0.4 $1.2 $0.8 $0.4 $0.7 $0.6

Total $0.3 $0.5 $1.2 $0.8 $0.4 $0.8 $0.7

Other Defense-wide (excluding DLA) FY06 Actual FY07 Actual FY08 Actual FY09 Actual FY10 Actual FY11 Estimated‡ FY12 Requested

Recurring

Manpower† N/A $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0

Education and Training† N/A $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0

Other Recurring $0.2 $0.3 $0.2 $0.6 $0.7 $0.6 $0.1

Total $0.2 $0.3 $0.2 $0.6 $0.7 $0.6 $0.1

Nonrecurring

Threatened & Endangered Species $0.2 < $0.05 < $0.05 < $0.05 < $0.05 $0.3 < $0.05

Wetlands $0.1 < $0.05 $0.1 < $0.05 < $0.05 < $0.05 < $0.05

Other Natural Resources $42.8 $40.9 $48.1 $53.7 $55.1 $44.8 $57.6

Historical & Cultural Resources $2.1 $2.5 $2.1 $2.1 $2.0 $2.2 $2.0

Total $45.4 $43.4 $50.3 $55.9 $57.2 $47.4 $59.6

Total Recurring $0.2 $0.3 $0.2 $0.6 $0.7 $0.6 $0.1

Total Nonrecurring $45.4 $43.4 $50.3 $55.9 $57.2 $47.4 $59.6

Total $45.5 $43.7 $50.5 $56.5 $57.9 $47.9 $59.7

* Subtotals may not add to totals due to rounding.

† Prior to FY07, DoD reported all Manpower and Education & Training funds under the Compliance Program.

‡ Because of the lack of Appropriations Acts, the Comptroller estimated the Fiscal Year (FY) 2011 amounts based on the FY11 President’s Budget request, with an adjustment to match the annualized Continuing Resolution funding level by appropriation.
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Figure D-1.2 Compliance Budget Summary (Millions of Dollars)*

Army FY06 Actual FY07 Actual FY08 Actual FY09 Actual FY10 Actual FY11 Estimated‡ FY12 Requested

Recurring

Manpower† $224.4 $177.4 $150.3 $159.2 $150.2 $178.0 $169.9

Education and Training† $11.6 $11.1 $15.5 $14.1 $14.7 $17.5 $17.0

Permits & Fees $7.9 $8.3 $20.5 $11.5 $10.6 $13.0 $12.1

Sampling, Analysis, Monitoring $14.5 $15.0 $13.4 $14.2 $13.2 $15.7 $15.2

Waste Disposal $16.9 $17.6 $32.1 $30.0 $28.9 $34.2 $32.9

Other Recurring Funding $27.9 $24.8 $115.8 $94.6 $103.2 $116.4 $113.6

Total $303.2 $254.2 $347.6 $323.6 $320.7 $374.7 $360.7

Nonrecurring

Hazardous Waste $26.0 $26.8 $2.7 $5.9 $5.7 $6.3 $6.0

Solid Waste $7.1 $7.5 $1.6 $1.3 $1.4 $1.7 $1.6

Underground Storage Tank $10.5 $11.0 $9.4 $1.5 $1.3 $1.4 $1.4

Clean Air Act $7.3 $7.7 $2.3 $2.8 $2.5 $3.0 $2.8

Clean Water Act $37.7 $65.2 $10.0 $6.2 $5.8 $6.7 $6.4

Planning $19.2 $19.4 $9.3 $3.6 $3.7 $4.3 $4.3

Safe Drinking Water Act $18.1 $17.5 $1.2 $1.8 $1.7 $2.0 $1.9

Other $111.8 $84.7 $91.4 $62.7 $58.3 $68.8 $71.3

Total $237.6 $239.8 $127.9 $85.8 $80.4 $94.2 $95.8

Total Recurring $303.2 $254.2 $347.6 $323.6 $320.7 $374.7 $360.7

Total Nonrecurring $237.6 $239.8 $127.9 $85.8 $80.4 $94.2 $95.8

Total $540.8 $494.0 $475.4 $409.4 $401.1 $469.0 $456.5

* Subtotals may not add to totals due to rounding.

† Prior to FY07, DoD reported all Manpower and Education & Training funds under the Compliance Program.

‡ Because of the lack of Appropriations Acts, the Comptroller estimated the Fiscal Year (FY) 2011 amounts based on the FY11 President’s Budget request, with an adjustment to match the annualized Continuing Resolution funding level by appropriation.
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Section 6. Restoration Program Performance
Figure D-6.1 IRP Site Status at Active Installations by Cleanup Phase

Army FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10

Investigation Planned or Underway  594  497  437  590  572 

Cleanup Planned or Underway  289  286  270  357  346 

 (Remedy in Place*)  102  170  190  222  212 

Response Complete  9,568  9,704  9,775  9,918  9,976 

 (Long-term Management Underway†)  268  268  331  403  434 

Total Sites  10,451  10,487  10,482  10,865  10,894 

Navy and Marine Corps FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10

Investigation Planned or Underway 651 541 505 449  438 

Cleanup Planned or Underway 381 1,958 1,107 1,075  909 

 (Remedy in Place*) 229 1,853 1,001 947  756 

Response Complete 2,672 1,217 2,111 2,204  2,495 

 (Long-term Management Underway†) 156 34 54 48  64 

Total Sites 3,704 3,716 3,723 3,728  3,842 

Air Force FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10

Investigation Planned or Underway 879 565 414 1,414  1,378 

Cleanup Planned or Underway 976 871 829 828  811 

 (Remedy in Place*) 470 469 463 490  547 

Response Complete 3,471 3,854 4,049 4,151  4,255 

 (Long-term Management Underway†) 274 317 351 362  386 

Total Sites 5,326 5,290 5,292 6,393  6,444 

DLA FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10

Investigation Planned or Underway 3 3 4 4  4 

Cleanup Planned or Underway 18 20 17 16  17 

 (Remedy in Place*) 10 13 13 12  15 

Response Complete 324 322 325 327  327 

 (Long-term Management Underway†) 11 19 22 16  21 

Total Sites 345 345 346 347 348

DoD Total FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10

Investigation Planned or Underway 2,127 1,606 1,360 2,457  2,392 

Cleanup Planned or Underway 1,664 3,135 2,223 2,276  2,083

 (Remedy in Place*) 811 2,505 1,667 1,671  1,530 

Response Complete 16,035 15,097 16,260 16,600  17,053 

 (Long-term Management Underway†) 709 638 758 829  905 

Percent of Sites Achieving RIP/RC 85% 89% 90% 86% 86%

Total Sites 19,826 19,838 19,843 21,333  21,528 

* Remedy in Place is a subset of Cleanup Planned or Underway.

† Long-term Management Underway is a subset of Response Complete.
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Figure D-1.2, cont. Compliance Budget Summary (Millions of Dollars)*

Navy FY06 Actual FY07 Actual FY08 Actual FY09 Actual FY10 Actual FY11 Estimated‡ FY12 Requested

Recurring

Manpower† $113.6 $108.8 $118.8 $131.8 $138.1 $142.4 $147.1

Education and Training† $3.9 $3.7 $4.3 $3.1 $3.7 $4.5 $4.9

Permits & Fees $4.0 $3.6 $3.8 $4.1 $3.9 $4.3 $5.6

Sampling, Analysis, Monitoring $13.6 $12.7 $27.0 $13.7 $13.7 $14.4 $15.2

Waste Disposal $40.0 $43.7 $41.1 $41.5 $41.1 $44.7 $46.8

Other Recurring Funding $91.4 $88.3 $89.6 $88.0 $59.4 $77.0 $72.7

Total $266.5 $260.7 $284.6 $282.2 $259.8 $287.3 $292.2

Nonrecurring

Hazardous Waste $4.4 $4.4 $7.1 $7.6 $9.8 $7.6 $8.5

Solid Waste $1.6 $1.1 $28.7 $0.8 $0.9 $1.3 $2.3

Underground Storage Tank $2.7 $3.4 $2.3 $2.7 $1.3 $1.5 $2.1

Clean Air Act $29.7 $27.7 $19.6 $24.0 $27.1 $27.3 $22.9

Clean Water Act $25.0 $15.0 $19.3 $31.9 $16.5 $15.1 $39.2

Planning $5.0 $6.2 $4.9 $6.0 $6.4 $4.2 $8.9

Safe Drinking Water Act $1.1 $1.6 $0.9 $2.0 $1.5 $2.2 $2.9

Other $25.4 $29.6 $26.8 $33.3 $13.6 $12.8 $17.4

Total $95.0 $89.0 $109.7 $108.1 $77.2 $72.1 $104.3

Total Recurring $266.5 $260.7 $284.6 $282.2 $259.8 $287.3 $292.2

Total Nonrecurring $95.0 $89.0 $109.7 $108.1 $77.2 $72.1 $104.3

Total $361.5 $349.6 $394.3 $390.3 $337.0 $359.4 $396.5

* Subtotals may not add to totals due to rounding.

† Prior to FY07, DoD reported all Manpower and Education & Training funds under the Compliance Program.

‡ Because of the lack of Appropriations Acts, the Comptroller estimated the Fiscal Year (FY) 2011 amounts based on the FY11 President’s Budget request, with an adjustment to match the annualized Continuing Resolution funding level by appropriation.
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Figure D-1.2, cont. Compliance Budget Summary (Millions of Dollars)*

Marine Corps FY06 Actual FY07 Actual FY08 Actual FY09 Actual FY10 Actual FY11 Estimated‡ FY12 Requested

Recurring

Manpower† $33.4 $17.0 $22.8 $26.3 $28.7 $28.2 $28.5

Education and Training† $1.4 $1.2 $2.4 $2.0 $2.6 $2.5 $2.2

Permits & Fees $1.7 $1.5 $1.3 $1.4 $1.6 $1.5 $1.4

Sampling, Analysis, Monitoring $5.0 $4.7 $4.1 $4.5 $4.9 $5.8 $4.9

Waste Disposal $6.4 $6.3 $6.1 $6.0 $7.4 $8.4 $7.9

Other Recurring Funding $7.2 $13.9 $9.7 $10.6 $12.2 $13.2 $16.6

Total $55.1 $44.6 $46.4 $50.8 $57.4 $59.5 $61.5

Nonrecurring

Hazardous Waste $2.3 $8.4 $10.1 $10.4 $7.7 $8.6 $11.2

Solid Waste $3.6 $1.3 $14.7 $11.4 $7.3 $2.7 $9.9

Underground Storage Tank $1.4 $0.6 $2.3 $2.3 $2.3 $2.6 $2.7

Clean Air Act $1.2 $0.6 $4.4 $3.1 $3.3 $3.3 $1.8

Clean Water Act $64.1 $57.2 $15.0 $19.1 $17.4 $19.0 $17.8

Planning $0.9 $0.5 $0.8 $26.4 $17.0 $16.7 $17.2

Safe Drinking Water Act $1.4 $3.7 $8.7 $59.0 $6.5 $6.5 $6.6

Other $3.9 $10.3 $6.2 $6.5 $6.2 $6.5 $7.5

Total $78.8 $82.7 $62.3 $138.2 $67.6 $65.8 $74.7

Total Recurring $55.1 $44.6 $46.4 $50.8 $57.4 $59.5 $61.5

Total Nonrecurring $78.8 $82.7 $62.3 $138.2 $67.6 $65.8 $74.7

Total $133.9 $127.3 $108.7 $189.0 $125.0 $125.3 $136.1

* Subtotals may not add to totals due to rounding.

† Prior to FY07, DoD reported all Manpower and Education & Training funds under the Compliance Program.

‡ Because of the lack of Appropriations Acts, the Comptroller estimated the Fiscal Year (FY) 2011 amounts based on the FY11 President’s Budget request, with an adjustment to match the annualized Continuing Resolution funding level by appropriation.
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Figure D-6.5 MRS Status at Active Installations by Cleanup Phase

Army FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10

Investigation Planned or Underway 655 631 509 397 715

Cleanup Planned or Underway 3 0 3 2 2

 (Remedy in Place*) 0 0 0 0 0

Response Complete 127 195 384 552 678

 (Long-term Management Underway†) 2 2 2 9 6

Total Sites 785 826 896 951 1,395

Navy and Marine Corps FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10

Investigation Planned or Underway  181  194  198  188  188 

Cleanup Planned or Underway  5  14  16  65 49 

 (Remedy in Place*) 0 12 11 59 30

Response Complete 35 31 43 21 76

 (Long-term Management Underway†) 1 0 0 0 1

Total Sites 221 239 257 274 313

Air Force FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10

Investigation Planned or Underway  240  373  390  428  426 

Cleanup Planned or Underway 0 1 4 29 148

 (Remedy in Place*) 0 0 0 1 1

Response Complete 64 111 123 145 151

 (Long-term Management Underway†) 0 0 0 0 0

Total Sites 304 485 517 602 725

DLA FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10

Investigation Planned or Underway

DLA does not have Munitions Response Sites (MRSs)

Cleanup Planned or Underway

 (Remedy in Place*)

Response Complete

 (Long-term Management Underway†)

Total Sites

DoD Total FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10

Investigation Planned or Underway 1,076 1,198 1,097 1,013 1,329

Cleanup Planned or Underway 8 15 23 96 199

 (Remedy in Place*) 0 12 11 60 31

Response Complete 226 337 550 718 905

 (Long-term Management Underway†) 3 2 2 9 7

Percent of Sites Achieving RIP/RC 17% 23% 34% 43% 38%

Total Sites 1,310 1,550 1,670 1,827 2,433

* Remedy in Place is a subset of Cleanup Planned or Underway.

† Long-term Management Underway is a subset of Response Complete.
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Figure D-6.11 Total Number of RABs at Active and BRAC Installations and FUDS Properties

DoD Component Active RABs BRAC RABs Total RABs

Army 31 20 51

Navy and Marine Corps 52 24 76

Air Force 63 29 92

DLA 1 2 3

FUDS N/A N/A 43

Total Number of RABs 265

Figure D-6.10 BRAC Early Transfer Authority Acreage in FY10

DoD Component Installation Name
Date  

Transferred
Conveyance

Number of Acres 
Transferred

Army Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant 10/1/10
Economic Development 

Conveyance
 8,874 

Army Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant 10/1/10 Negotiated Sale  5,424 

Total  14,298

Figure D-6.12 RAB Expenditures by DoD Component (Millions)*

DoD Component FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10

Army $0.5 $0.4 $0.4 $0.4 $0.3

Navy and Marine Corps $1.2 $1.4 $1.5 $1.2 $1.9

Air Force $0.3 $0.3 $1.1 $0.8 $0.5

DLA $0.6 $0 $0 $0 $0

FUDS $0.4 $0.4 $0.5 $0.5 $0.8

Total $3.1 $2.5 $3.4 $3.0 $3.5

* Subtotals may not add to totals due to rounding.



Costs Through
FY10 ($000)

IRP

FY10 Schedule
Impact**

Table E-6 Status of Installations with FY11 to Completion Cost Estimate Greater Than $10,000,000  Defense Environmental Restoration Program

Estimated Costs ($000)

Fiscal Year IRP MMRP

Completed Underway Future

Sites (Actions) IRP MMRP MMRP

FY10 Funds
Obligated ($000)

IRP MMRP

FY11 Execution
Planned ($000)

IRP MMRP

FY12 Planning
Estimate ($000)

IRP MMRP
IRP MMRP IRP MMRP IRP MMRPPhase

 North Carolina

DoD Component - Installation / FFID / NPL or Proposed NPL / BRAC Year / RAB / CTC Delta from FY09*

$4,674 $909 $2,182 $2,4876

  NAVY - CAMP LEJEUNE MCB / NC417302258000 / NPL / RAB / C-TECH

IRP Sites and MRSs by Classification 3 12 7 4 $49,569

$0 $0

$408 $0

0(0) 0(0) $0

0

$0$31,655 $0 $0

$628

$0

0 0

5

Five-Year Review Underway

$4,285 $2,338

$3,373 $3,137

�

IRP Progress
in FY10:

Refer to Page F-31. Refer to Page F-31.

Refer to Page F-31.

MMRP Progress
in FY10:

Refer to Page F-31.MMRP Progress Planned
for FY11-FY12:

IRP Progress Planned
for FY11-FY12:

Response Complete
High
Medium
Low
Not Evaluated
Not Required

Response Complete
MRSPP-1 0

MRSPP-2
MRSPP-3
MRSPP-4

MRSPP-7 0

MRSPP-8 2

Evaluation Pending
No Known/Suspected 5

No Longer Required

147

0

10

33

Study 186

IRA
Design
RA-C
RA-O

LTM

0(0)

4

4 10

1 166

0

6

0

1

4

3

23(23)

37

34

$4,553 $0 $11 $0 $112 $0 $0 $0 $3,372 $1,697

16 $34,935 $0 $2,150 $0 $2,429 $0 $979 $0 $13,250 $3,412

5 42 3 13 0 6 0 $48,990 $0 $3,688 $0 $2,455 $0 $1,845 $0

13 3 21 0 16 $3,858 $0 $476 $0 $1,040 $0 $833 $0

1 Total $173,560 $4,674 $6,733 $909 $6,664 $2,182 $3,657 $2,487

$85,156

196Total IRP Sites 1 Total MRSs 22

MRSPP-5

MRSPP-6
FY11-Complete
FY11-Comp. MMRP
FY11-Comp. IRP

IRP Final RC:  FY 2057 MRS Final RC:  FY 2057

23

FY13
FY14
FY15
FY16

$102,872

$188,028

$2,835 $491 $306 $4210

  NAVY - CHERRY POINT MCAS / NC417302726100 / NPL / RAB

IRP Sites and MRSs by Classification 0 3 11 0 $22,931

$0 $0

$0 $0

0(0) 0(0) $0

0

$0$7,924 $0 $0

$0

$0

1 0

1

Five-Year Review Completed and Planned for Future

$3,430 $517

$5,059 $526

�

IRP Progress
in FY10:

Refer to Page F-37. Refer to Page F-37.

Refer to Page F-37.

MMRP Progress
in FY10:

Refer to Page F-37.MMRP Progress Planned
for FY11-FY12:

IRP Progress Planned
for FY11-FY12:

Response Complete
High
Medium
Low
Not Evaluated
Not Required

Response Complete
MRSPP-1 0

MRSPP-2
MRSPP-3
MRSPP-4

MRSPP-7 0

MRSPP-8 1

Evaluation Pending
No Known/Suspected 0

No Longer Required

56

0

11

40

Study 97

IRA
Design
RA-C
RA-O

LTM

0(0)

0

0 10

0 31

0

0

2

0

0

0

26(35)

29

30

$7,892 $0 $903 $0 $93 $0 $0 $0 $8,977 $1,131

3 $19,811 $0 $230 $0 $1,113 $0 $1,996 $0 $5,680 $452

0 17 0 25 0 12 3 $33,258 $0 $3,450 $0 $2,763 $0 $2,917 $0

4 0 4 0 1 $2,450 $0 $120 $0 $109 $0 $134 $0

0 Total $94,266 $2,835 $4,703 $491 $4,078 $306 $5,047 $421

$38,152

108Total IRP Sites 0 Total MRSs 3

MRSPP-5

MRSPP-6
FY11-Complete
FY11-Comp. MMRP
FY11-Comp. IRP

IRP Final RC:  FY 2042 MRS Final RC:  FY 2040

12

FY13
FY14
FY15
FY16

$57,428

$95,580

$125 $12 $0 $00

  FORMERLY USED DEFENSE SITES - BULL BAY / NC49799F971700

IRP Sites and MRSs by Classification 0 1 0 0 $0

$0 $0

$0 $0

0(0) 0(0) $0

0

$0$0 $0 $0

$0

$0

0 0

0

$0 $0

$0 $0

�

IRP Progress
in FY10:

No IRP sites identified. Completed MMRP SI Investigation

No IRP sites identified.

MMRP Progress
in FY10:

Finalize MMRP SI report and close SI phase.

Prioritize future work when all other MMRP SIs are complete.

MMRP Progress Planned
for FY11-FY12:

IRP Progress Planned
for FY11-FY12:

Response Complete
High
Medium
Low
Not Evaluated
Not Required

Response Complete
MRSPP-1 0

MRSPP-2
MRSPP-3
MRSPP-4

MRSPP-7 0

MRSPP-8 0

Evaluation Pending
No Known/Suspected 0

No Longer Required

0

0

0

0

Study 0

IRA
Design
RA-C
RA-O

LTM

0(0)

0

0 0

0 10

0

0

0

0

0

0

0(0)

0

0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

0 0 0 0 1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

0 Total $0 $125 $0 $12 $0 $0 $0 $0

$52,561

0Total IRP Sites 0 Total MRSs 1

MRSPP-5

MRSPP-6
FY11-Complete
FY11-Comp. MMRP
FY11-Comp. IRP

IRP Final RC:  FY - MRS Final RC:  FY 2062

0

FY13
FY14
FY15
FY16

$0

$52,561

**Schedule Impact Reason:  TECH-Technical, CONT-Contracting, PERS-Personnel, REG-Regulatory, FUND-Funding*CTC Delta Reason:  C-TECH-Technical Issues, C-REG-Regulatory Issues, C-EST-Estimating Criteria

Note:  Totals reflect installation project funding allocated to individual sites and do not include program management and other support costs.
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Rear Admiral Philip Cullom
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Readiness Division

Foreword
The Department of the Navy (DON) is working diligently through the Environmental Restoration (ER) Program 
to clean up releases of contaminants to the environment, most of which occurred prior to the 1980s. The DON 
Environmental Restoration Program Progress Report provides an overview of DON’s progress in environmental 
cleanup and highlights new initiatives to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of this program. The Progress 
Report, which is issued biannually, provides the status of cleanup at the end of 2009 and outlines our plans for 
completing Installation Restoration (IR) and Munitions Response (MR) projects in the future. The Progress Report 
also serves as a primer for understanding the process of cleaning up past contamination at DON installations and 
is a valuable source of information on the overall progress and success the program has achieved. 

The DON ER Program supports Navy and Marine Corps mission requirements by ensuring that impacted lands 
meet strict environmental and safety standards when response actions are complete and by making remediated 
properties available for reuse to the maximum extent practicable. To ensure that environmental cleanup actions 
address the most significant sites first, they are prioritized based on relative risk to human health and the 
environment for the IR Program, and based on the Munitions Response Site Prioritization Protocol (MRSPP) for the 
MR Program.  

The Progress Report summarizes information on the number of sites, funding, and status of completion for the 
ER Program and highlights success stories where innovative approaches have been used to achieve cleanup 
and avoid unnecessary costs. The success stories also highlight the importance of effective communication, 
interagency partnering, and community involvement to the cleanup process.  

Since the last progress report was issued in 2008, the most significant change in the ER Program is the elimination 
of the eligibility cutoff dates. As a result, certain sites where releases occurred after 1986 are now eligible for 
inclusion in the ER Program. The development of green and sustainable remediation practices that will conserve 
energy and other resources and reduce the environmental impacts of remediation activities has also occurred.  
These sustainability efforts fit well with our ongoing commitment to optimization of remediation efforts.  

The IR Program continues to make tremendous progress in remediating sites. By the end of Fiscal Year 2009, 
3,182 of 3,734 sites requiring response actions, or 85%, had remedies in place (RIP) or were “response complete” 
(RC). On the MR Program side, 278 munitions response sites had been 
identified. Site investigations continue at many of the MR Program sites 
and 81 sites (29%) have reached RIP/RC.

The DON will continue working toward the goal of a clean and healthy 
environment that supports mission requirements without repeating 
past practices. For additional information or to download an electronic 
version of this report, please visit the Navy Green Fleet Web site at 
http://greenfleet.dodlive.mil/home/ or the Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command (NAVFAC) Web Portal at https://portal.navfac.navy.mil/go/erb. 
We encourage interest in our ongoing cleanup projects and invite your 
participation.  
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Environmental Restoration Program

1The Department of the Navy (DON) manages extensive facilities and lands to support its 

mission of maintaining, training, and equipping a world-class, combat-ready Naval fleet. Over 

the years, releases of hazardous materials have occurred at these facilities, in many cases 

stemming from past activities that occurred before the environmental hazards were recognized 

and before adequate control mechanisms were in place. The DON is committed to cleaning up 

these releases in a timely manner that restores and preserves environmental quality for future 

generations. DON looks for innovative solutions to often complex environmental problems and  

works to use cleanup methods that are effective, efficient, and environmentally sustainable.  

The DON’s Environmental Restoration (ER) Program was initiated in the early 1980s in 

response to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 

(CERCLA) (also known as Superfund). At the outset, the cleanup program focused on chemical 

contamination. This part of the program, referred to as the Installation Restoration Program 

(IRP), includes more than 3,700 sites and has made significant progress toward cleanup at 

bases across the country. With the IRP well underway, the DON also recognized the need 

for cleanup of sites having issues related to munitions and explosives of concern (MEC) and 

munitions constituents (MC). Thus, in 2001, a second phase of the ER Program was initiated 

to address these contaminants. This program, referred to as the Munitions Response Program 

(MRP), currently includes more than 270 sites, most of which are in the investigative stages.

This report presents the status of progress on the ER Program as of the end of fiscal year (FY) 

2009. It also describes policies and guidance on environmental remediation that have been 

issued recently. Success stories from the program are provided to illustrate innovative and 

efficient approaches that have been implemented to accomplish environmental cleanup at 

diverse sites throughout the country. 
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Major Issues 
Three primary issues were encountered following the discovery of the initial 
seven flashless pellet canisters. 

• MEC/MPPEH removal without hospital evacuation. 

• Relative distance from the discovery site to the hospital. 

• Number of canisters remaining in the mound and the explosive hazard 
they may present. 

The canisters had undergone significant weathering and the amount of 
information related to the production, use, and explosive nature of the pellets 
complicated initial identification.  While initial test results showed the pellet 
material to be non-explosive, the sample could not be assumed to be 
representative of the MEC/MPPEH population.  After consultation with NOSSA 
and with concurrence from the EPA and Suquamish Tribe, a representative 
sample was taken from all the canisters.  The samples were shipped to an off-
site laboratory for classification, and test results indicated the flashless pellets 
should be classified as an oxidizing solid.  The pellets and canisters were then 
packaged at Naval Base Kitsap Keyport and shipped off-site to an approved 
disposal facility for incineration.  A total of 27,434 pounds of pellets and 
canisters were ultimately destroyed.  

Community Partnering and Planning Process 
In order to address historical artifact concerns expressed by the Suquamish 
Tribe, all staff involved with work at the site were provided cultural awareness 
training per the Archeological Resources Protection Plan.  NAVFAC Northwest 
also developed munitions awareness materials, and informational flyers 
describing the work to be performed.  The materials were placed in common 
areas for visitors, patients, and workers.  A DVD was also produced to provide 
an overview of the site history and munitions.  

To ensure that the project was carried out efficiently, close coordination was 
required between the EPA and Suquamish Tribe.  During the planning phase, the 
Navy met regularly with the EPA and the Tribe to plan the overall approach.  
Working with the EPA, Suquamish Tribe, and NOSSA, NAVFAC Northwest 
determined the best approach was to remove the mound to grade, and screen the 
soils to remove all MEC and MPPEH in order to lower the explosive hazard 
present to the hospital.  This was accomplished by visually screening the soil as 
it was removed from the mound, and then screening it again at a lay-down 
location at the southern part of NHB property. 

Results 
In addition to 346 flashless pellet canisters, one 37-mm armor piercing tracer 
projectile, three 135 MPPEH items, and 43,145 pounds of scrap metal were 
removed during the performance of the TCRA.   

Approximately 1,500 cubic yards of soil was removed and screened, and the 
former mound area was subsequently restored to match the adjacent shoreline.  
In order to address any metallic debris or potential DMM that could have sunk 
into the disturbed ground surface at the staging and processing areas, up to one 
foot of additional soil was removed below grade at Elwood Point and screened.  
A total of 228 tons of imported fill material was placed to restore Elwood Point 
to grade.   

 

 
 

 
Mound removal at Naval Hospital Bremerton 

 

 
Flashless Pellet Canisters Found During 

Surface Clearance  
 

 
Soil Screening  
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Remedial investigation and 
time-critical removal action for 
discarded military munitions/
material potentially presenting an 
explosive hazard at former trash-
burning mound, Bremerton, WA. 
Success Story on page 38.
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Environmental cleanup requires a process to identify sites where chemicals or MEC may have been 

released into the environment and then survey these sites to determine whether the contaminants 

or MEC are actually present. The process must assess where the contaminants or MEC are located 

and at what concentrations or densities; whether they cause unacceptable risk to human health or 

the environment; and, finally, how best to remove or treat the contaminants or MEC. To accomplish 

cleanup, the DON ER Program generally follows the steps developed for CERCLA response actions.  

This process is used at most IRP and MRP sites and provides a comprehensive approach from site 

identification through cleanup and closeout.

Some DON sites impacted by past treatment, storage, and disposal practices for hazardous 

substances follow the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) regulatory framework 

for corrective actions. Also, cleanup at most petroleum-contaminated sites is guided by State 

underground storage tank (UST) programs.

The Environmental Restoration Process

2

Preliminary  
Assessment

Site  
Inspection 

Remedial 
Investigation 

Feasibility  
Study

All Sites 
Start 
Here

Remedial  
Design

Several actions have been taken to reduce contamination at Camp 
Lejeune, NC, including soil mixing using ZVI. Success Story on page 31.
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Preliminary Assessment (PA) 
reviews existing information 
and determines the probability 
of and possible locations of 
potentially contaminated areas.

Site Inspection (SI) includes a 
physical inspection of potential 
sites and may include limited 
soil, surface water, and/or 
groundwater sampling. 

Remedial Investigation (RI) 
fully characterizes the nature 
and extent of contamination at a 
site, determines the regulatory 
requirements, assesses 
baseline risk to human health 
and the environment, and 
develops cleanup alternatives.

Early Response Action 
is taken if significant 
contamination is discovered 
that poses an immediate 
threat to human health or 
the environment that cannot 
wait until the final remedy is 
selected.

Feasibility Study (FS) identifies 
and assesses potential 
technologies for remediation, 
then develops a proposed plan. 
A Decision Document or Record 
of Decision (ROD) is written 
to document the remediation 
decisions.

Remedial Design (RD) consists 
of designing the selected 
remedial system to meet the 
remedial objectives described in 
the Decision Document or ROD. 

Remedial Action (RA) is 
the actual cleanup work. 
RA construction covers the 
construction of the remedial 
solution to be used for cleanup. 
The RA operation covers the 
period of time that the remedial 
system must operate to achieve 
cleanup objectives in the ROD or 
Decision Document. The remedy 
may include Land Use Controls 
(LUCs), e.g., fences, signs, landfill 
caps, pumping and treating 

groundwater, zoning changes, 
deed restrictions, and other ways 
to limit site access or contain 
contamination. 

Remedy in Place (RIP) is 
achieved when the construction 
of the remedy is complete and the 
remedy is operating as planned 
in the RD.

Response Complete (RC) is 
achieved once all cleanup goals 
specified in the ROD or Decision 
Document are met.

Long-Term Management     
(LTM) and monitoring may be 
required to ensure that the site 
continues to meet cleanup goals 
after RC.

Site Closeout (SC) is reached 
when the DON has completed 
active management and 
monitoring and the site can safely 
be returned to unrestricted use 
and unlimited access.  

3

Site CloseoutRemedial  
Action

Remedy  
in Place

Response 
Complete

Long-Term 
Management

The DON ER Program follows the CERCLA response action process for most IRP 

and MRP sites. This process provides a comprehensive cleanup approach from site 

identification and investigation through cleanup and closeout.
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Installation Restoration Program

4 The Installation Restoration Program (IRP) was designed to identify 

and clean up past contamination from hazardous substances, 

pollutants, and contaminants in order to protect human health 

and safety, and the environment on property under Navy and 

Marine Corps stewardship. The IRP combines aggressive policies; 

technical training; innovative technologies; partnering with 

stakeholders; and proactive, dedicated personnel to accomplish 

cleanup.  

The IRP has been in place since the early 1980s following the 

passage of CERCLA. The DON systematically reviewed all 

installations to identify potential areas of chemical contamination, 

and additional sites have been added as they are discovered.  

Currently, there are more than 3,700 cleanup sites in the IRP. The 

DON has made significant progress toward implementing cleanup 

actions, and the majority of sites have achieved Remedy In Place/

Response Complete (RIP/RC). It is the DON’s goal to complete 

cleanup in a cost-effective manner consistent with Defense 

Environmental Restoration Program requirements while minimizing 

impacts to the military mission. The DON operates in partnership 

with the federal, state, and local regulatory agencies and members 

of the community.

The MRP was initiated in 2001 after Congress directed the 

Department of Defense (DoD) to identify and then prioritize its 

munitions response sites. The MRP is designed to clean up 

discarded military munitions, unexploded ordnance (UXO), and 

their chemical residues at closed ranges and munitions disposal 

sites. It does not include range cleanup and sustainability activities 

at operational ranges. The DON’s MRP is modeled after the IRP 

and is implemented using the process developed for cleanup 

under the CERCLA legislation. However, the MRP also must 

address the unique explosive safety hazards associated with MEC 

at Navy and Marine Corps locations not designated as operational 

ranges. Although the MRP is considered to be part of the Navy’s 

ER Program, its funding and cleanup status are uniquely identified.  

Currently, 278 MRP sites have been identified.  

Munitions Response Program

 
Wetland Area Excavation and Revegetation. 
Naval Forces Marianas, Guam. Success 
Story on page 27.

 
MEC Removal at Naval Auxiliary Landing 
Field Cabaniss, Corpus Christi, TX.  Success 
Story on page 37.

E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
ta

l R
es

to
ra

ti
o

n
 P

ro
g

ra
m



5The DON’s ER Program operates under the supervision of the Assistant Secretary of the Navy 

(Installations and Environment). Under the ASN (I&E), the primary responsibility for overseeing and 

implementing the ER Program is given to the Chief of Naval Operations Energy and Environmental 

Readiness Division (N45), the Commandant of the Marine Corps Facilities and Services Division, 

and the Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC). Each of the NAVFAC Facilities 

Engineering Commands (FECs) are assigned to execute cleanup at the sites within their specific 

geographic region. The FECs report to one of the two NAVFAC commands: NAVFAC Atlantic in 

Norfolk, VA, or NAVFAC Pacific in Pearl Harbor, HI. Within the FECs, a Remedial Project Manager 

(RPM) is assigned to manage each of the cleanup sites.

In addition to the DON’s internal organization, an important component that contributes to 

successful cleanup is the involvement of the regulators and the community. Partnering with these 

groups throughout the decision-making process allows cleanup to proceed more smoothly 

and often prevents delays at later phases of the restoration process. The primary mechanism 

for involving the public throughout the ER Program’s cleanup process is the establishment of 

Restoration Advisory Boards (RABs). RABs are made up of DON installation representatives, local 

citizens, regulators, and other government agencies. The members meet face-to-face to discuss 

the restoration project, develop plans, and review results. Navy and Marine Corps installations have 

formed RABs at all major installations where sufficient, sustained community interest exists.

 

Organization and Teamwork 
Achieve Success

Assistant Secretary of the Navy
(Installations and Environment)

Chief of Naval Operations
(Energy and Environmental Readiness Division - N45)

Commandant of the Marine Corps 
(Facilities and Services Division)

Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
(NAVFAC) Headquarters

NAVFAC
Atlantic 

NAVFAC
Pacific

Facilities Engineering Commands 
Remedial Project Managers

Remedial Technical Managers
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Installation Restoration  
Program Status

The IRP continues to make progress 
toward cleaning up and closing sites. 
However, the total number of IRP sites 
continues to increase as new sites 
are identified. In addition, the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) 
issued its “Interim Policy on Defense 
Environmental Restoration Program 
(DERP) Eligibility” on December 29, 
2008. This policy eliminated the 1986  
cutoff date for the IR and MR sites, 
expanded eligibility guidance, and 
developed a process to identify 
the newly eligible sites. The sites 
identified as a result of the OSD policy 
are referred to here as “compliance 
cleanup” sites.  

From the baseline of 3,256 sites in FY 1995, the number of regular IRP sites has increased to 3,734 sites at 
the end of FY 2009. Eighteen regular sites have been added in the two years since the last Environmental 
Restoration Progress Report was issued. In addition to the 3,734 regular sites, 47 compliance cleanup sites 
were added following implementation of the OSD policy consisting of 40 Navy sites and 7 Marine Corps sites.

Through implementation of the IRP, the number of sites achieving RIP/RC has continued to grow. At the end of 
FY 2009, 3,182 regular IRP sites were considered RIP/RC, while 552 regular sites and 47 compliance cleanup 
sites remain to be completed.  

In the past, the long-term goal of the IRP was to have RIP/RC at all IRP sites by the end of FY 2014.  
However, a more recent assessment of completion estimates indicates that there are 46 regular IRP sites and 
29 compliance cleanup sites that will require additional time to achieve RIP/RC.  It is currently estimated that 
all sites will achieve RIP/RC by 2020.  
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Munitions Response  
Program Status

7
The MRP has continued to develop, and additional sites have been identified and added to the 

program. The program has grown from a baseline of 196 sites in 2002 to a total of 278 MRP sites 

at the end of FY 2009. Of these, the Navy has 178 sites at 64 installations (7 new sites in FY 2009) 

and the Marine Corps has 100 sites at 11 installations (14 new sites in FY 2009).

The PAs have been completed for all MRP sites identified previously, and basewide PAs have been 

initiated at four installations that were not included in the initial inventory. The DON had established 

a goal of completing all SIs by end of year 2010, and all SIs are underway for the sites that were 

in the initial inventory. However, this goal may not be met for those sites recently added and the 

bases not included in the original inventory. Sixty-seven percent of the SIs had been completed at 

the end of 2009. The Munitions Response Site Prioritization Protocol (MRSPP) will be used in  

FY 2010 to prioritize the RI work.  

The DON had previously established a goal of having all MRP sites RIP/RC by 2020. Currently,  

81 (29%) of the sites have achieved RIP/RC and it is projected that all MRP sites except the 

Vieques sites will meet the 2020 goal. Forty MRP sites have achieved SC, 22 MRP sites have 

achieved RC, and 19 MRP sites are RIP. 

 

 
 
Project Summary  
In 2006, MCB Hawaii contacted the Navy and Marine Corps Public Health 
Center (NMCPHC) (formerly the Navy Environmental Health Center) for 
assistance in updating their Community Involvement Plan (CIP) and 
determining if additional public outreach was needed for their environmental 
cleanup program.  MCB Hawaii was just beginning work on the WVIA, a 
Munitions Response Program (MRP) site located off-base in an area surrounded 
by long-term residents with multi-generational ties to the land.   There were only 
a limited number of interviews conducted for the CIP, but most of those 
interviewed expressed interest in participating in a restoration advisory board 
(RAB).   
 
Based on these interviews and the Waikane Valley community members strong 
sense of Hawaiian heritage and desire to protect historical and cultural 
resources, MCB Hawaii opted to host Open House Meetings (one at Waiahole 
Elementary School and another at Aikahi Elementary School) to determine if 
there was enough interest within the local community to set-up a RAB.  This 
was a completely pro-active action as the site was not listed on the National 
Priorities List (NPL), and MCB Hawaii had not received any petitions from 
regulatory agencies or local community members.   
 
The NMCPHC Risk Communication group assisted MCB Hawaii by developing 
posters and fact sheets to explain the Marine Corps MRP, RABs and how to 
become a member, and plans for the WVIA site.  The Open House was held in 
March 2007 and the RAB was started three months later in June 2007.  The 
community has been actively involved with the formation of the Waikane 
Valley RAB, which is acting successfully as a focal point for the exchange of 
information between the U.S. Marine Corps, state and federal regulatory 
agencies, and the local community concerning the WVIA MRP.  The RAB has 
been very involved and productive during fiscal year (FY) 08 with the 
development and finalization of their RAB charter, extensive community review 
of the Site Inspection (SI) Work Plan (WP) with several recommended 
improvements, review and discussion of the Munitions Response Site 
Prioritization Protocol (MRSPP) ranking for WVIA, and close involvement with 
MCB Hawaii personnel on the development of an Archaeological Monitoring 
Plan (AMP) to ensure all historical and culturally significant areas within the 
WVIA are protected during field work.  RAB members will continue to be 
involved with the review of the SI results in FY09 and development of the 
Remedial Investigation WP, if needed.  At the request of the RAB, MCB Hawaii 
established a website for easy access to RAB minutes and plans and studies for 
review.  The website is available at 
www.mcbh.usmc.mil/g4/environ/WaikaneRAB.htm. 
 
Challenges and Lessons Learned 
1. Know your audience and always address their concerns – A major concern 

of the local Waikane residents is the preservation of both natural and 
cultural resources in Hawaii.  MCB Hawaii consulted with the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) on the WVIA Site Inspection (SI) 
Plans and received concurrence from the SHPO of a no adverse effect 
determination for the SI field work provided archeological monitors would 
be present during the field work activities.  Other consulting parties, 
including the RAB and the Office of Hawaiian Affairs, submitted their 
concerns for the protection of archeological sites in the valley.  The 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation did not concur with the no 
adverse effect fining; however, MCB Hawaii maintained that archeological 
monitors would adequately protect archeological sites by insuring that the 
SI vegetation clearance and soil sampling would not be conducted in the 
vicinity of archeological  sites.   

 
Figure 2.  Overview of WVIA 

  

 
Figure 3.  Example Photo of a RAB 
Meeting 

 

 
Figure 4.  Example Photo of a RAB 
Meeting 

 

 
Figure 5.  RAB Public Notice 
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The funding source for cleanup at all active installations is Environmental Restoration, Navy (ER,N) 

funding. Funding for the DON’s IRP projects reached its peak at $408 million in FY 1994 after which 

it dropped in recent years to approximately $250 million per year. The IRP budget for FY 2009 was 

$241 million. The Navy’s commitment to partnering with stakeholders, finding innovative ways to 

optimize treatment systems, instituting stable funding, and incorporating risk management into 

remedial decisions has been essential to keeping funding requirements under control. However, 

the addition of 47 new sites resulting from the December 2008 OSD policy will likely require some 

increases to address these additional sites. 

The MRP began receiving funding for site remediation in FY 2000. Funding for this program in  

FY 2009 was $50 million. MRP funding for FY 2010 through FY 2016 is projected to be $525 million.

Funding History and Projections
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MRP Funding

IRP Funding
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Environmental Restoration, Navy 
Spending

ER,N funding is broken into two main cost categories: studies and cleanup. At the outset of 

the IRP, the DON spent most of its budget on the studies needed to locate potential sites and 

determine the levels of contamination. Over time, the DON has developed new study techniques 

and strategies that focus efforts on the areas of greatest concern and reduce costs. Although site 

characterization and pilot studies continue today, over the past 10 years the DON has placed an 

increasing emphasis on performing actual cleanups to reduce the risk of exposure to hazardous 

contaminants. Once sites achieve RIP, there are often costs to operate remediation systems 

and perform long-term monitoring. This is referred to as remedial action operations/long-term 

management (RAO/LTM), and these costs are included in cleanup.

During FY 1993, 21% of funds were devoted to cleanup. From 1996 to the present, the percent 

dedicated to cleanup and RAO/LTM has increased to approximately 80%.
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Cost to Complete and Cost Avoidance
The estimated cost for implementing the entire IRP generally was on a decreasing trend through the end 

of year 2008, as funds were spent for cleanup and as sites achieved RIP/RC status. However, for 2009, 

the estimated total cost to complete for the IRP increased by $209 million to $2.35 billion. This increase 

was attributable to a  

number of factors, 

including new sites 

being discovered; 

addition of sites due 

to the December 2008 

OSD policy; growth 

in RAO/LTM costs; 

and changes due to 

joint basing, required 

inflation estimates, and 

other cost to complete 

growth.  
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The MRP costs to complete were increasing through the 

end of 2008 as the program developed and additional 

sites were being added. In 2009, the estimated cost to 

complete decreased due largely to the transfer of bases 

away from the Navy. Thus, the cost to complete for the 

MRP in 2009 was estimated at $0.79 billion, a decrease 

of $90 million compared with 2008.   

In addition to the focus on bringing IRP sites to 

completion, the DON is continually looking for ways to 

improve efficiency and avoid costs through optimization 

of processes, thus further reducing the cost to complete. In 2004, the DON issued an optimization 

policy that requires the selected remedies to be continually reviewed and evaluated to assure that these 

remedies continue to operate efficiently. To date, the IRP has spent $8.94 million for optimization studies 

and cost review and $4.38 million to implement the optimization recommendations. These expenditures 

for study, review, and implementation have resulted in a cost avoidance estimated at $108.70 million, 

which  represents a return on investment of 8.2. This cost avoidance allows these funds to be used at 

other sites to further reduce risk.

IRP Optimization Investment

Optimization Study Review

Optimization Implementation

$13.32
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Actual Cost 
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2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Bi
lli

on
s 

of
 D

ol
la

rs

0.
34 0.
39

0.
53 0.
55

0.
68

0.
84 0.
88

0.
79

MRP Cost to Complete

$13.32

$8.94

$4.38

E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
ta

l R
es

to
ra

ti
o

n
 P

ro
g

ra
m



National Priorities List Sites
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) National Priorities List (NPL) identifies the CERCLA 

sites that are believed to present the greatest risk to human health and the environment on a nationwide 

basis, including federal and non-federal sites. There are 1,279 final listings on the NPL and 61 proposed 

for listing. Of these, the EPA has 50 DON installations listed on the NPL, all of which are final. The last 

Navy site to be added to the NPL was the Atlantic Fleet Training Area, Island of Vieques, Puerto Rico, 

which was added to the final list on February 11, 2005. 

After all cleanup requirements at an NPL installation are met, the installation is eligible for delisting.  

Two DON installations have been delisted, and one has been partially delisted. The Naval Magazine 

Indian Island at Port Hadlock, WA, was delisted from the NPL on June 14, 2005; and Sabana Seca, Puerto 

Rico, was delisted in 1998. Naval Air Station Whidbey Island (Seaplane) Base, WA, was partially delisted 

in 1995.

1,121 
Non-Federal

All Other Federal

DON50

108

11

Naval Support Activity in Panama City, FL, 
achieved basewide RIP.  Several innovative 
initiatives resulted in significant cost 
avoidance. Success Story on page 43.

Total National Priorities 
List Sites

Final Active Listings
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Policies and Guidance
DoD Vapor Intrusion Handbook

The DoD Vapor Intrusion Handbook was released as a final 

document on April 3, 2009. The Handbook was developed by the  

Tri-Service Environmental Risk Assessment Work Group (TSERAWG) 

to serve as a resource for RPMs who may need to investigate the 

vapor intrusion (VI) pathway at DoD sites. The Tri-Services include the 

DON and Departments of Air Force and Army.  

VI is the migration of volatile chemicals from the subsurface into 

the indoor air of buildings located above the contamination. The 

Handbook is intended to provide a general framework for conducting 

VI investigations under the Defense Environmental Restoration 

Program (DERP). Both residential and occupational exposure 

scenarios are discussed since both groups can be affected by VI.

The Handbook discusses various technical approaches associated 

with evaluating the VI pathway. It includes information and references 

to the most current knowledge that exists relative to VI at the time it 

was prepared. Because the scientific understanding of VI is rapidly 

evolving as more information and experience are gained in this area, 

users are encouraged to balance the information contained in the 

Handbook with the most current technical information available.  

The Handbook presents information that is specific to military 

facilities and therefore is not necessarily addressed by other VI 

guidance documents. This includes exposure settings that differ  

from standard default exposures, such as:

• Residential exposures both on-base and off-base

• Occupational exposure settings

• VI concerns on undeveloped property

• Potential indoor sources

• Property transferred to other entities.

The Handbook also recommends strategic considerations for 

VI investigations at military sites that will help RPMs make better 

decisions.

 ii
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Disclaimer:   
Mention of state vapor intrusion guidance or reference to specific approaches recommended 

by state agencies does not constitute endorsement by DoD.  State guidance and specific 
approaches are provided here as examples of possible options used by regulatory agencies and do 
not reflect a specific recommendation by DoD. Similarly, mention of specific companies or 
devices does not constitute endorsement by DoD.  Additionally, the web sites presented in this 
handbook were current when this document was prepared; however, they are subject to change 
or deletion over time. 
 

This Handbook provides general advice and recommendations which may be used by the 
DoD Components in determining the appropriate response actions to be taken at an individual 
site.  It is not a regulation and does not impose binding obligations or requirements on DoD, the 
Military Departments (Components), or any other person or entity.  It does not confer any legal 
rights or impose any legal obligations on any party.  DoD and the Components retain the 
absolute discretion to use the recommendations in this Handbook or not on a site specific basis as 
they deem appropriate.  This Handbook may be revised at any time, without public notice, and is 
expected to be revised in the future as scientific knowledge on this subject increases and 
regulations may be promulgated. 
 

 

 
 
 
 

DOD VAPOR INTRUSION HANDBOOK   
 

 

  
 

 
 
 
 

JANUARY 2009 
 
 
 
 

PREPARED BY  
THE TRI-SERVICE ENVIRONMENTAL RISK ASSESSMENT WORKGROUP   

 
 
 

  

https://www.denix.osd.mil/portal/page/ 
portal/denix/environment/cleanup/WN/
DoD%20VI%20Handbook%20Final%20
Jan%2009.pdf

http://www.ert2.org/VaporIntrusion. 
aspx#tool=VaporIntrusion&page= 
Introduction
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ER Program Recordkeeping Manual

DoD Instruction on Emerging Contaminants
On June 11, 2009, DoD issued “Instruction 4715.18 – Emerging Contaminants (ECs)” to establish 

policy and assign responsibilities for identification, assessment, and risk management of ECs that 

have potential to impact the DoD. DoD defines an emerging contaminant as a contaminant that has 

a reasonably possible pathway to enter the environment; presents a potential unacceptable human 

health or environmental risk; and does not have regulatory standards based on peer-reviewed science 

or the regulatory standards are evolving due to new science, detection capabilities, or pathways. 

For DoD, ECs are identified and assessed exclusively through a three-tiered process called “scan-

watch-action.” Examples of ECs include such compounds as perchlorate, 1,4-dioxane, and beryllium. 

Instruction 4715.18 establishes the policy that 

• ECs used by DoD shall be identified as early as possible;

• Risks to people, the environment, and DoD missions, programs, 
and resources shall be assessed and, when appropriate, actions 
taken to reduce risks related to development, use, or release;

• DoD, where necessary, will perform sampling, conduct site-
specific risk assessments, and take response actions for ECs 
released from DoD facilities; and  

• DoD will cooperate/collaborate with regulatory agencies, industry, 
and academia on EC issues and initiatives.  

The Instruction also sets forth responsibilities within DoD for 

various aspects of ECs such as providing oversight and guidance 

for early identification, assessment, and mitigation of risks from 

ECs and setting up an EC program. Procedures are provided for 

using provisional toxicity values and initiation of actions related to 

releases of ECs to the environment.
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https://portal.navfac.navy.mil/portal/ 
page/portal/navfac/navfac_ww_pp/ 
navfac_nfesc_pp/environmental/erb/
resourceerb/rkm_9-1-09.pdf

                                     Department of Defense 
 

                                             INSTRUCTION 
 

 
 

NUMBER 4715.18 
June 11, 2009 

 
USD(AT&L) 

 
SUBJECT: Emerging Contaminants (ECs) 
 
References: See Enclosure 1 
 
 
1.  PURPOSE.  This Instruction establishes policy and assigns responsibilities for the 
identification, assessment, and risk management of ECs that have the potential to impact the 
Department of Defense in accordance with the authority in DoD Directive (DoDD) 5134.01 
(Reference (a)) and the guidance in DoDD 4715.1E, DoD Instruction 5000.02, and Defense 
Acquisition University Risk Management Guide (References (b), (c), and (d)). 
 
 
2.  APPLICABILITY.  This Instruction: 
 

a.  Applies to OSD, the Military Departments, the Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff and the Joint Staff, the Combatant Commands, the Office of the Inspector General of the 
Department of Defense, the Defense Agencies, the DoD Field Activities, and all other 
organizational entities within the Department of Defense (hereafter referred to collectively as the 
“DoD Components”). 

 
b.  Applies to the DoD activities and programs involving the development, production, use, 

storage, or release of chemicals and materials that can be considered ECs at DoD operations, 
activities, and installations in the United States. 

 
c.  Applies to the DoD-managed response actions at formerly used defense sites. 
 
d.  Does not apply to: 
 
 (1)  Contractor-owned or contractor-operated facilities. 
 
 (2)  Radiological data collected under the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program or other 

DoD radiological programs. 
 

(3) Chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear, and explosive incident training or 
response programs. 

 
3.  DEFINITIONS.  See Glossary. 

 

http://www.dtic.mil/whs/directives/
corres/pdf/471518p.pdf

DON released new guidance in September 2009 on the creation and 

maintenance of all records required as part of NAVFAC’s execution 

of the ER Program. The “Environmental Restoration Program 

Recordkeeping Manual” was developed to provide guidance on 

the ER Program’s recordkeeping requirements and to reflect the 

implementation of the Naval Installation Restoration Information 

Solution (NIRIS) as the standard system to manage these records.  

The intended audiences for this new document are Environmental 

Records Managers, Navy Project Managers, contractor project 

managers, and data entry personnel. This new guidance supersedes 

the previous Administrative Records Management System (ARMS) 

User’s Guide.  

The Manual defines the various types of files, including Administrative 

Record Files, Post Decision Files, and Site Files, and provides a list 

of typical documents suitable for inclusion in each file. It also defines 

project manager and records manager roles and responsibilities and 

provides guidance on how to compile, maintain, and store the files 

utilizing NIRIS. 
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OSD Memorandum on Green and  
Sustainable Remediation Practices 

The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) issued a 

memorandum on August 10, 2009, “Consideration of Green and 

Sustainable Remediation Practices in the Defense Environmental 

Restoration Program.” This memorandum establishes DoD’s 

commitment to conducting its environmental program in a 

sustainable manner consistent with Executive Order (EO) 13423, 

“Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation 

Management.” EO 13423 promotes sustainable conditions “under 

which humans and nature can exist in productive harmony, 

that permits fulfilling social, economic, and other requirements 

of present and future generations of Americans.” Green and 

sustainable remediation (GSR) expands upon DoD’s current 

environmental restoration practices and employs strategies for 

cleanups that use natural resources and energy efficiently, reduce 

negative impacts on the environment, minimize and eliminate 

pollution at its source, protect and benefit the community at large, 

and reduce waste to the greatest extent possible. It employs 

strategies that consider all environmental effects of remedy 

implementation and operation and incorporates options to 

maximize the overall environmental benefit of cleanup actions. The 

OSD memo requests that DoD components evaluate opportunities 

for sustainable remediation and consider implementing them in 

current and future remedial activities. The intent is not to reopen 

RODs or other agreements that are in place or in progress, but 

rather to encourage consideration and implementation of GSR 

when and where it makes sense – e.g., when it is cost effective, 

where it supports long-term effectiveness and permanence, where it 

expands the universe of long-term property use or reuse options, or 

where it supports community acceptance.

Green and Sustainable Remediation Fact Sheet

Even before the OSD memo, DON had undertaken efforts to 

include GSR principles in its environmental restoration projects by 

minimizing the environmental footprint of a project, while maximizing 

the overall net benefit of cleanup actions. To increase awareness of 

GSR concepts and encourage their use, the NAVFAC Optimization 

Work Group prepared a GSR Fact Sheet in Fall 2009. The Fact 

Sheet helps to define GSR, describe why it is important, and provide 

general approaches that can be used to employ GSR at remedial 

action sites. The Fact Sheet includes sustainability metrics, methods 

for environmental footprint assessment, how to incorporate GSR 

practices into the environmental restoration process, and examples 

of footprint reduction methods.

http://www.ert2.org/t2gsrportal/docs/
DoD%20Green%20and%20Sustainable% 
20Remediation%20Memorandum.pdf

 http://www.ert2.org/t2gsrportal/docs/
gsr_fact_sheet.pdf

Green and Sustainable Remediation 
Fact Sheet
Introduction to GSR (What, Why, How)
What is Green and Sustainable Remediation?
Sustainable practices are those that consider economic and 
natural resources, ecology, human health and safety, and 
quality of life. Although the terms green and sustainable are 
sometimes used interchangeably, green remediation can 
be considered as having a focus on environmental factors, 
whereas green and sustainable remediation (GSR) is of a 
more holistic view and considers not only environmental 
factors, but social responsibility (e.g., minimizing risk to 
surrounding communities) aspects as well.  

GSR expands upon current environmental practices and 
employs strategies for cleanups that use natural resources 
and energy efficiently, reduce negative impacts on the 
environment, minimize or eliminate pollution at the source, 
protect and benefit the community at large, and reduce 
waste to the greatest extent possible, thereby minimizing the 
environmental “footprint” and maximizing the overall benefit of 
cleanup actions. The term environmental footprint refers to the 
impacts on environmental media and society that are a direct 
or indirect consequence of performing the remedial action. 

Opportunities to increase sustainability can be considered 
throughout all phases of remediation (i.e., site investigation, 
remedy selection, remedy design and construction, operation, 
monitoring, and site closeout) regardless of the selected 
cleanup remedy.  However, it is anticipated that the greatest 
opportunities to reduce the footprint of the Navy Environmental 
Restoration Program (NERP) are associated with the remedy 
selection process. While it must be emphasized that meeting 
the traditional requirements of remediation (e.g., protection 
of human health and the environment and compliance with 
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements) is still 
of primary importance, there are significant differences in the 
environmental footprint among alternatives that meet these 
requirements, and those remedies with the lesser footprint 
should be viewed more favorably.    

Why now?
Consideration of sustainable practices is becoming 
increasingly important throughout the remediation community 
and this emphasis is now being reflected in policy and 
guidance. Executive orders (EOs) 13514 released on October 
8, 2009 and 13423 released on January 26, 2007 mandate 
inclusion of sustainability and sustainable practices in all the 

activities of federal agencies. Furthermore, a memorandum 
released by the Department of Defense (DoD) in August 
of 2009 states that the DoD is committed to conduct its 
environmental program in a sustainable manner, in line with 
EO 13423. The memorandum requests every DoD component 
to apprise the office of Under Secretary of Defense by 
December 2009 about the initiatives undertaken by all the DoD 
components for implementing green and sustainable options 
in their environmental restoration programs. In addition, 
Department of the Navy (DON) Environmental Strategy lays 
out a vision for “Sustaining our Environment, Protecting our 
Freedom,” which links accomplishing the Navy’s war fighting 
mission with its responsibility to safeguard the natural systems 
upon which the nation’s quality of life depends. Furthermore, 
regulatory agencies are beginning to request that sustainability 
be considered during remedy implementation. The Navy 
remedial project manager (RPM) that applies GSR is able 
to show compliance with EOs 13423 and 13514, DoD GSR 
Memorandum, and the DON Environmental Strategy, as well 
as reduced life-cycle costs and improved community and 
regulatory acceptance of remedies with lower overall impacts.

How do I apply GSR to my site?
Although the remediation industry is placing an emphasis on 
GSR and various relevant publications have been produced 
(a listing of references is provided in the spring 2009 
NAVFAC RPM newsletter), no accepted protocols currently 
exist for implementing GSR. GSR should be considered 
during (a) evaluation of remedies during the remedy selection 
process, (b) the remedial design phase, and (c) optimization 
of remedial actions during the remedial action operation 
phase. The DON Optimization Workgroup is developing a 
strategy for applying GSR to the remediation process as part 
of the optimization program. Until guidance is available, an 
RPM may consider the following general approach:

   Determine which sustainability metrics should be   
 considered for the site;

   Establish and apply a methodology to quantify or   
 characterize each metric;

   Obtain consensus regarding how metrics are weighed  
 against each other and against traditional criteria in   
 selecting the remedial approach;

   Identify methods to reduce environmental footprint of  
 remedy components; and  

   Prioritize, select, and document what footprint reduction  
 methods should be implemented with consideration of   
 the overall net environmental benefit and available funding.

DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT A: Approved for public release; distribution is unlimited.
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Arsenic Background Study
Naval Station Mayport, Jacksonville, FL

Naval Station (NAVSTA) Mayport 
conducted a study to establish 
background concentrations of arsenic 
in soils at the base. The Arsenic 
Background Study resulted in immediate 
benefit and cost avoidance for the Navy 
by establishing a regulator-approved 
allowable arsenic concentration, 
eliminating the need for remediation of or 
land use controls (LUCs) associated with 
naturally occurring arsenic.

Soils at NAVSTA Mayport are 
predominantly composed of material 
dredged from the ship turning basin since 
1942. Sporadically high concentrations 
of arsenic in soils had been detected 
fairly consistently throughout the facility’s 
solid waste management units (SWMUs), 
including areas that did not seem to be 
associated with operations at the SWMUs. 
As a result of the apparently high levels 
of naturally occurring arsenic in the area, 
the Navy proposed a study to determine 
background arsenic concentrations at 
NAVSTA Mayport. 

Past investigations at NAVSTA Mayport 
SWMUs included collection of more 
than 800 soil samples from surface and 
subsurface soil intervals. The surface 
soil depth interval is 0 to 1 foot below 
ground surface (bgs); depths below 
1 foot represent subsurface soil. Arsenic 
concentrations detected in soils at the 
facility range from 0.006 to 15.6 milligrams 
per kilogram (mg/kg). The Soil Cleanup 
Target Levels (SCTLs) identified by the 
Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection (FDEP) for arsenic are 2.1 mg/ kg 
for residential exposure and 12 mg/ kg 
for industrial exposure. Thus, based on 
comparisons to these SCTLs, the levels of 
arsenic found at many NAVSTA Mayport 
SWMUs would have resulted in either soil 
remediation or institution of LUCs.

The data sets for the background 
study included surface and subsurface 
soil sampling results available via the 
Environmental Geographic Information 
System database for NAVSTA Mayport. 
Arsenic was detected in 416 surface soil 
samples and 395 subsurface samples 
collected at the facility. To fulfill study 
sampling objectives, 40 areas were 
identified for collection of additional 
samples to provide adequate spatial 
coverage for statistical determination 
of NAVSTA Mayport basewide arsenic 
concentrations in soil. Two soil samples 
were collected at each location, one from 
0 to 1 foot bgs and one at depths ranging 
from 2 to 13 feet bgs.

Based on statistical analysis of 
arsenic concentrations in surface and 
subsurface soil from contaminated and 
uncontaminated areas, the naturally 
occurring concentration of arsenic in soil 
at NAVSTA Mayport was determined to 
be 13.70 mg/kg. The maximum detected 
arsenic concentration was 13.75 mg/
kg; therefore, all detected concentrations 
of arsenic in soil at the facility at 
concentrations less than 13.75 mg/kg are 
considered to represent local background 
conditions.

Characterization of site-specific 
background concentrations is typically 
performed for environmental investigation. 
RCRA and risk assessment guidance 
allows for chemical concentrations to 
exceed screening and regulatory criteria 
if they are within naturally occurring 
background concentrations of those 
chemicals and if they were not the result 
of a release associated with operational 
activities. Navy policy is that chemicals 
at RCRA units that are present due to 
anthropogenic non-site-related sources are 
not considered to be contamination.

Developing the NAVSTA Mayport-specific 
background arsenic concentration allows 
naturally occurring arsenic to remain on 
site without restrictions. As a result, No 
Action was approved for one SWMU and 
one Area of Concern that would have 
required LUCs based on comparison of 
arsenic concentrations to FDEP SCTLs. 
Cost avoidance for each site is about 
$109,000 in current dollars over 30 years. 
The LUC footprints at two additional 
SWMUs were also reduced due to this 
change. The smaller LUC footprints reduce 

Cleared Area at SWMU 4

Vegetation at SWMU 4

restrictions on the use of the property, 
which can then reduce impacts to mission 
capability. The Arsenic Background Study 
will result in future cost avoidance by 
reducing future investigations of arsenic 
present at concentrations greater than 
regulatory limits but less than the naturally 
occurring background concentration.

Developing site-specific background 
concentrations can result in significant 
cost avoidance and limit the need for 
unnecessary remediation and LUCs.

Sample Locations
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Oxygen Releasing Compound and Monitored
Natural Attenuation Used Successfully at UST Site 14

Naval Air Station, Pensacola, FL
Naval Air Station (NAS) Pensacola, 
FL, used injection of Oxygen Release 
Compound (ORC®) to accelerate 
the natural attenuation of petroleum 
hydrocarbons at Underground 
Storage Tank (UST) Site 14. Using this 
innovative technology along with good 
communication and partnering resulted in 
a no further action (NFA) designation and 
significant cost avoidance.

Site 14 consists of USTs 681 and 682 at 
the former NAS Pensacola petroleum 
storage facility. Installed in December 
1943, each cut-and-cover tank had a 
storage capacity of about 1.1 million 
gallons and was used to store marine 
diesel fuel. The two tanks were taken 
out of service and closed in place by 
filling them with sand and capping them 
with concrete in April 1995. Assessment 
activities were completed for the site 
between January 2000 and April 2002, 
and the final recommendation of using 
monitored natural attenuation (MNA) 
for remediation was approved by the 
Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection (FDEP) in the Monitoring Only 
Plan (MOP) dated July 2, 2002. MNA is 
a proven remedial option for UST sites, 
using natural processes to degrade the 
hydrocarbons. 

Early quarterly groundwater monitoring 
results at Site 14 suggested that natural 
attenuation had been ineffective in 
reducing site contaminant concentrations. 
Therefore, it was decided to expedite 
the process by using ORC® injection, 
followed by MNA as a “polishing remedy.” 
Adding oxygen to the subsurface can 
accelerate aerobic biodegradation and 
enhance the rates of natural attenuation 
of contaminants. ORC® is designed to 
release its full amount of oxygen (10% by 
weight) over 12 months. Using a patented 
Controlled Release Technology (CRT™), 
the oxygen is released consistently, 
avoiding problems sometimes associated 
with single-release chemicals. Injection 
of ORC® slurry increases the mass 
destruction rates of the petroleum-
related compounds in the groundwater 
by creating environmental conditions 
that promote aerobic degradation by 
microorganisms. 

A treatability study for ORC® injection 
to enhance biodegradation at UST 
Site 14 was conducted in 2003 and 
2004. Following the treatability study, 

supplemental assessment of site soils and 
groundwater, including installing additional 
monitoring wells, was conducted in 
June and July 2005. Assessment results 
indicated that concentrations of petroleum 
hydrocarbons in site groundwater 
were decreasing and that geochemical 
trends indicated an increase in oxidizing 
conditions, suggesting the potential for 
ongoing and future degradation.

Quarterly groundwater natural attenuation 
monitoring was reinstated in January 
2006 and continued until contaminant 
concentrations were less than Florida 
Groundwater Cleanup Target Levels 
(GCTLs) for two consecutive quarters. 

Project challenges included overhead 
power lines that limited access to on-site 
sampling locations and the steepness 
of downgradient off-site topography, 
which precluded installation of off-site 
monitoring wells. Communications on 
this project were the key to success. The 
partnering team held quarterly meetings, 
supplemented with monthly conference 
calls and on-board reviews to evaluate 
progress, set future actions, and assess 
remedy effectiveness. 

Seven quarters of MNA sampling were 
conducted following the initial approval 
of the MOP; however, one or more 
samples exceeded Florida GCTLs in each 
sampling event. In 2008, two consecutive 
quarters of sampling were completed in 
which no analytes were detected above 
Florida GCTLs. As a result of the declining 
concentrations of monitored analytes and 
the consecutive quarters of attainment of 
Florida GCTLs, the site was recommended 
for a Site Rehabilitation Completion Order 
(SRCO) for NFA without controls. On 
September 11, 2008, FDEP approved 
the SRCO for NFA at UST Site 14, NAS 
Pensacola. Successful implementation of 
ORC® and subsequent MNA enabled the 
site team to avoid cost of about $600,000 
compared with more conventional 
remediation techniques.

At some sites, such as NAS Pensacola, 
natural attenuation may be insufficient to 
degrade hydrocarbons in a timely manner. 
In such cases, stimulation of the aquifer 
through the release of oxygen will help 
native aerobic microbes flourish, resulting 
in an acceleration of hydrocarbon 
attenuation. 

Collection of Groundwater Samples at 
Plume Boundary

Collection of Groundwater Samples at 
Downgradient Perimeter Well (Point of 
Compliance Location)

Low Flow Sampling Methodology Being Used 
to Sample Groundwater
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Wetland Sediment Treatment Using  
Lead Stabilization Amendments, Sites 1/12 OU-2

 Naval Air Station Patuxent River, MD
At Naval Air Station (NAS) Patuxent River, 
MD, lead stabilization amendments were 
used to allow disposal of lead-impacted 
soil as nonhazardous waste and to 
prevent leaching of lead to wetlands. The 
use of these soil amendments avoided 
costs that would have been required 

for disposing of the soil as hazardous 
waste and reduces future dissolved-lead 
concentrations in wetland surface water so 
that ambient water quality criteria (AWQC) 
can be met.

Site 1 (Fishing Point Landfill) and Site 12 
(Landfill Behind the Rifle Range) are 
former landfills adjacent to the Patuxent 
River. Operable Unit 2 (OU 2) consists 
of surface water and soil in the wetland 
adjacent to these landfills. A former rifle 
range located southeast of OU 2 is the 
source of lead detected in the wetland. 
The former range included an impact 
berm and a low-lying area between the 
berms that contained lead-impacted soil. 
Remedial investigation results indicated 
that dissolved-lead concentrations in 
surface water exceeded the applicable 
AWQC and thus posed a potential 
risk to aquatic biota and the wetland 
ecosystem. To address the lead-impacted 
soil/sediment, NAVFAC Washington 
implemented the remedy selected in the 
OU 2 Record of Decision, which consisted 
of the following:

• Excavation of soil from upland and 
wetland areas with lead concentrations 
greater than 400 mg/kg

• In-situ amendment of sediment to bind 
lead to nonbioavailable forms

• Stabilization of excavated materials to 
allow for nonhazardous off-site disposal

• Stabilization of select areas to prevent 
continued leaching of residual lead

• Surface water monitoring to 
verify reduction of dissolved-lead 
concentrations below the adjusted 
AWQC.

Prior to the implementation of the selected 
remedy, laboratory bench-scale testing 
and field pilot testing were conducted to 
evaluate the percentages of a commercial 
apatite-based stabilization product needed 
to stabilize lead in the soil/sediment. 
Results of the bench-scale testing showed 
the amendment decreased dissolved-
lead concentrations after brief mixing 
and contact time with the soil/sediment. 
However, the pilot study data also 
suggested that application of the apatite-
based amendment as an alternative 
to excavation was not appropriate in 
areas with high lead concentrations or 
in wetland sediments and indicated this 
amendment could negatively impact the 
wetland through phosphorus loading. 

About 10,000 tons of lead-impacted soil/
sediment were excavated, amended with 

Excavation Within the Wetland

Overexcavation of the Impact Berm

Post-Excavation Stabilization of Grids (Apatite 
Stabilization Product in White Bags)

Stabilization of Excavated Soil for 
Nonhazardous Disposal

two commercial stabilization products to 
bind leachable lead, and disposed off-site 
as nonhazardous waste. Amendments 
were also placed in the bottom of 
numerous soil excavation grids to prevent 
leaching of residual lead. However, 
amendments were not applied to wetland 
excavation areas to avoid potentially 
negative impacts from phosphorus.

This cleanup approach with bench and 
pilot testing avoided negative impacts on 
ecosystem quality and costly hazardous 
disposal of lead-impacted soil. The 
wetland was to be treated in-situ; but, 
while bench testing supported this 
approach, pilot testing determined that it 
would cause more issues than it solved. 
Adjustments to the remedial plan were 
made to excavate sediment for disposal 
rather than treating the soil in-situ. Other 
challenges included preparing and 
obtaining regulatory approval of an erosion 
and sediment control plan and developing 
a wetland mitigation plan prior to design 
and implementation to address temporary 
impacts to the wetland. Also, slope stability 
and soil loss evaluations for the impact 
berm were necessary to ensure sufficient 
stability and erosion control.

Several successes were achieved by 
this remediation project. Surface water 
sampling immediately after and 8 months 
following completion of remedial action 
showed no detectable dissolved lead in 
wetland surface water and minimization of 
exposure of aquatic ecological receptors 
to lead in excess of the lead AWQC. More 
than 10,000 tons of lead-impacted soil 
were excavated and disposed off-site as 
nonhazardous waste due to stabilization. 
The lead source area was removed, and 
application of the apatite-based product to 
upland soils with residual lead has greatly 
reduced potential leaching of lead into the 
wetland. Also, the remedy-related impacts 
to existing wetlands were minimized, and 
the wetlands were restored with greater 
plant diversity. In conclusion, bench-
scale and pilot testing were worth the 
time and up-front costs to avoid potential 
negative impacts that could have resulted 
from direct application of the apatite-
based product to the wetland as a soil 
amendment as well as potential future 
costs to address those negative impacts. 
In this case, excavation of shallow lead 
contamination in a wetland proved to be a 
more expedient and effective remedy than 
in-situ binding/stabilization.
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Soil Mixing Using Zero-Valent Iron (ZVI) at Camp Lejeune Site 89 
Marine Corps Base Camp Lejeune, Jacksonville, NC

Marine Corps Base (MCB) Camp Lejeune 
is a 236-square-mile facility located 
in Jacksonville, NC, whose primary 
mission is to maintain combat-ready 
units for expeditionary deployment. After 
numerous investigations at MCB Camp 
Lejeune IR Program Site 89, the former 
Defense Reutilization and Marketing 
Office (DRMO) has been identified as 
the most contaminated site on the base. 
A dense non-aqueous phase liquid 
(DNAPL) source area was identified, and 
an extensive dissolved-phase chlorinated 
volatile organic compound (VOC) plume is 
present. To reduce risks to human health 
and environment, the Partnering Team, 
including the Navy and its contractor, 
EPA Region 4, and the North Carolina 
Department of Environment and Natural 
Resources, worked together to implement 
several treatability studies and a soil-
mixing action in FY 2008. These studies 
and actions significantly decreased the 
amount of contamination to be addressed 
in the upcoming feasibility study (FS). 

Historical records for Site 89 indicate that 
the Base Motor Pool operated on-site until 
1988. It reportedly used solvents (acetone, 
trichloroethene, and methyl ethyl ketone) 
for parts cleaning. After 1988, the site was 
used as the DRMO until 2000 for storage 
of items such as scrap and surplus metal, 
electronic equipment, vehicles, and rubber 
tires. In the early 1990s, fuel bladders, 
used in training exercises for helicopter 
refueling, were placed on-site. The 
bladders were reportedly emptied on the 
ground, cleaned with solvents, re-emptied 
on the ground, capped, and shredded; 
during this shredding process, liquids 
were observed. The site has not been 
used since the DRMO relocated in 2000. 

A remedial investigation (RI) has been 
completed at Site 89, and several actions 
have been taken to reduce contamination 
levels prior to the FS. A treatability study 
approach was developed to identify 
the best technology that balances 
contaminant reduction and cost for 
full-scale implementation to address the 
10-acre dissolved-phase chlorinated VOC 
plume in the FS. 

Four innovative remedial technologies 
were evaluated, including enhanced 
reductive dechlorination (ERD) by 
injecting a combination of sodium lactate 
and emulsified vegetable oil (EVO), 
chemical reduction via zero-valent 
iron (ZVI) injection using pneumatic 
fracture, air sparging via a horizontal 
well, and a permeable reactive barrier 
using mulch/compost as backfill. The 
overall effectiveness of each technology 
was evaluated in terms of reducing 
the chlorinated VOCs while balancing 
the technology’s cost and ease of 
implementation. While air sparging 
and ERD reduced contaminant mass 
for a similar cost per volume treated, 
air sparging was the most practical 
technology for full-scale implementation. 
The results of the studies will be used to 
develop a better exit strategy for the site 
and to provide options for future treatment 
train approaches.

Over 37,000 pounds of chlorinated solvents, 
including 1,1,1,2-tetrachloroethane and 
its breakdown products, have been 
detected at elevated concentrations (up 
to 440,000 parts per billion) indicative of 
DNAPL. To address the source areas, a 
non-time-critical removal action (NTCRA) 
was conducted to reduce risks from 
contaminants in groundwater discharging 
to an adjacent creek. Five alternatives 
were evaluated, and soil mixing with 
ZVI-clay addition was selected due to its 
successful implementation at another IR 
Site (Site 88) at Camp Lejeune with similar 
contaminants. A public meeting was held 
to solicit community input on the NTCRA. 
Costs for this technology were $3 million 
to $5 million less than the others. A bench-
scale study was conducted to determine 
the optimal mixture of ZVI and clay for 
treatment. The area treated was 32,000 
square feet at a depth of 25 feet, resulting 
in a total treated volume of 30,000 cubic 
yards. Since implementation, VOC 
concentrations have been significantly 
reduced in the adjacent creek. Based on 
the preliminary results, the NTCRA will 
result in significant reduction of risks to 
human health and the environment. 

Site 89 After Soil Mixing

Site 89 Air Sparging

Site 89 Before Soil Mixing Site 89 During Soil Mixing

Site 89 ERD-EVO

Site 89 Permeable Reactive Barrier
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Basewide Vapor Intrusion Investigation  
Marine Corps Base Camp Lejeune, Jacksonville, NC

Vapor intrusion (VI) into occupied 
buildings as a pathway of potential 
concern is becoming an increasingly hot 
topic within the DoD and the regulatory 
community. To address this concern, 
Marine Corps Base (MCB) Camp Lejeune 
conducted a basewide VI evaluation to 
ensure the protection of human health 
for personnel working or living on the 
base. This large-scale evaluation is the 
first of its kind conducted by the Navy, 
encompassing thousands of structures 
over the 236-square-mile facility and about 
150,000 receptors, including military 
personnel, retirees, dependents, and 
civilians.

MCB Camp Lejeune is located in 
Jacksonville, NC. The primary mission 
is to maintain combat-ready units for 
expeditionary deployment. The base 
provides housing, training facilities, and 
logistical support for Fleet Marine Force 
Units and other assigned units. About 
47,000 military personnel are stationed at 
the base. The base is a major economic 
presence for the community and maintains 
a close relationship to ensure quality living 
for both military and civilians throughout 
the area. An active RAB, composed of 
members of the community, civic and 
business organizations, and civilian 
employees, meets quarterly.

The VI evaluation was conducted in six 
areas of the base where groundwater 
contamination is known to exist. A tiered 
approach following recent DoD policy 
and draft EPA VI guidance was developed 
for the assessment. The general steps 
included identification of volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) in the subsurface 
within 100 feet of buildings; risk-based 
contaminant screening; collection of 
groundwater, soil vapor, subslab soil gas, 
and/or indoor air sampling; and multiple 
lines of evidence (MLE) evaluation. In the 
initial screening step, about 170 buildings 
of interest were identified within 100 feet 
of a groundwater plume. Of these, 
50 buildings of interest were retained 
for the sampling phase. Groundwater, 
exterior soil vapor, subslab soil gas, and/or 
indoor air samples were collected at these 
50 buildings for use in the evaluation. 
Then, each building of interest was 
evaluated using MLE to determine whether 
VI may result in unacceptable risks for 
building occupants.

MLE evaluation was used to develop a 
conceptual site model for each building of 
interest in accordance with DoD and EPA 
guidance. The lines of evidence included 

“… an excellent evaluation of the  
potential vapor intrusion and indoor 
air impacts to human health. The State 
concurs with the conclusions and 
recommendations of each area building 
evaluated.” – North Carolina Department 
of Environment and Natural Resources

“The documents present a clear 
evaluation of buildings that may be 
impacted by vapor intrusion and is an 
excellent data source that should be 
included in the appropriate remedial 
investigations.” – EPA

Basewide VI Study Areas

site history; historical groundwater 
data; building survey results; existing 
remediation and/or vapor mitigation 
systems; the potential presence of 
non-aqueous phase liquid (NAPL); the 
magnitude, correlation, and spatial 
(horizontal and vertical) distribution of 
historical groundwater, exterior soil gas, 
interior subslab soil gas, indoor air and/
or outdoor air data; chemical product 
and use inventory; pressure differential 
measurements; preferential pathways; and 
modeling results. Data collected during 
the field events were compared with EPA’s 
Regional Screening Levels, adjusted 
using EPA’s default attenuation factors. 
In addition, colocated subslab soil gas 
and indoor air sample data were used to 
develop base-specific soil gas screening 
levels. These levels were two orders of 
magnitude higher than those calculated 
using EPA’s default parameters, resulting 
in more realistic screening values for use 
in the MLE.

The Basewide VI Evaluation Report was 
submitted in 2009. The MLE evaluation 
indicated that VI is not currently a 
significant pathway of concern. Further 
investigation is planned in FY 2010 to 
confirm that there is no concern based 
on temporal variability and preferential 
pathways. Findings will be incorporated 
into IRP site-specific evaluations and 
considered during remedial planning 
and the Five-Year Review. The base will 
continue to ensure protection of marines 
and workers by working with base 
planning and evaluating VI pathways as 
building uses change and new information 
is obtained.

The basewide VI evaluation approach and 
results were presented to the regulatory 
agencies at partnering meetings and the 
community at RAB meetings throughout 
the process. Positive feedback was 
provided from reviewers:

Subslab Sampling
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Path to USEPA Base Close Out Environmental  Restoration
Naval Station Norfolk, VA

At Naval Station Norfolk (NSN), the Navy 
employed partnering and innovative 
approaches to execute removal 
actions and achieve RIP at four sites 
in FY 2008/2009. Located within the 
Chesapeake Bay watershed, NSN is the 
world’s largest Naval Station with more 
than 4,000 buildings, 20 piers, and an 
active airfield spread over 4,631 acres. 
By working closely with the regulatory 
agencies and the base operations 
personnel, the NAS Partnering Team 
developed innovative solutions that 
accelerated the schedule, avoided costs, 
and provided land reuse options that 
support the NSN mission, including over 
22 acres of outdoor recreation space; 
1,400 parking spaces; and about 9,500 
square feet of warehouse space. The sites 
and accomplishments were as follows:

Site 23, Building LP-20 Plating Shop, was 
remediated with capping and land-use 
controls (LUCs). The original plans called 
for a thin protective layer over the former 
plating shop pits that would be suitable 
for light traffic and storage. However, the 
team innovatively provided a 6-inch-thick 
reinforced concrete floor upon which a 
forklift or similar equipment could be used, 
thus providing 9,500 square feet of high-
grade warehouse space. 

Solid Waste Management Unit (SWMU) 14 
was covered with asphalt over 14 acres of 
a former landfill area, creating a parking 
lot that added 1,400 parking spaces near 
the planned site of a new pier. The team 
coordinated the design and construction 
with various base groups to ensure that 
the parking lot met the Navy’s needs. 
Also, 13 innovative bioretention facilities 
were installed, helping NSN comply with 
stormwater control requirements. 

Upper Reaches of Bousch Creek 
associated with Site 1 was remediated by 
excavating sediments identified as posing 
potential ecological risk, thus restoring 
the site with no future use restrictions. 
Removal and restoration activities were 
coordinated to have no operational 
impact, including a portion of the area 
adjacent to the NSN flight line. These 
activities were coordinated with USEPA’s 
Biological Technical Assistance Group 
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
which was on-site to oversee excavation 
activities using a long-reach excavator 
from the top of the bank to avoid damage 
to wetland plants along each side of the 
creek. 

Site 18, Former Naval Magazine 
Waste Storage Area, involved the 
innovative injection of EOS® to address 
groundwater contaminants in situ while 
not changing the site’s long-term land 
use due to the site’s proximity to the 
naval magazine storage area. Upon 
completion of site activities, the site 
was restored to its original condition. 
Groundwater monitoring is continuing, 
to evaluate the efficacy of the injection 
and aid in determining the long-term 
site management strategy. Site activities 
were conducted in coordination with the 
adjacent naval magazine detachment to 
minimize disruption to operations and 
restore the site to preremoval action 
conditions. 

Site 22, the Camp Allen Salvage Yard, 
had a protective soil cover added in 2003 
and is now being transformed into about 
22 acres of recreational ball fields for use 
by the Navy by the Virginia Department 
of Transportation (VDOT) in exchange 
for VDOT using the existing ball fields 
as part of a road expansion project for 
the port facility near NSN that will help 
reduce truck traffic on local roads. LUCs 
were implemented to minimize future use 
of the site that would penetrate the soil 
cover. The team previously developed 
construction requirements for VDOT for 
the handling of soil and groundwater, as 
well as site infrastructure (lighting and 
utilities). VDOT construction activities were 
initiated in late FY 2008 and continued 
through FY 2009 and will provide a site 
recreational reuse. 

The Navy completed about $300,000 
in design and $5 million in construction 
activities to execute removal actions and 
achieve RIP at four sites in FY 2008/2009. 
In addition, the team continued working 
on optimization measures to increase 
efficiency and avoid operational costs for 
sites that have operating RIPs (Sites 1, 
3, and 20). Partnering with USEPA and 
the Virginia Department of Environmental 
Quality facilitated open and frequent 
communication on site-specific project 
status updates, leading to expedited 
document review and approval, and 
incorporated long-term site management 
strategies that provide for the reuse of 
IR sites at NSN. Also, working closely 
with base operations personnel and 
infrastructure planners assisted the 
team in identifying optimal reuses of 
the properties. Through the use of 
innovative approaches and expedited 
schedules, NSN achieved RIP in FY 
2008, which provides the first step in 
completing the Preliminary Closeout 
Report (PCOR), which is the first step in 
removal of the facility from the National 
Priorities List. Completion of the PCOR is 
a goal for completion in FY 2010 by the 
NSN Restoration Partnering Team, and 
planning/coordination is currently being 
done with the Partnering Team. 

 

 
Figure 1.  Overview of SWMU 14: land reuse to create 1,400 parking spaces to 
support carrier piers.   
 
Regulatory Requirements/Community Involvement 
 
The NSN Restoration Partnering Team has a 13-plus-year history of working 
closely together to manage the environmental restoration program for the 
facility.  

The Team supported the design and construction of an asphalt cover for SMWU 
14 in coordination with various NSN programs (Public Works Office, planning, 
electrical engineering, traffic engineering, and stormwater engineering) to 
ensure the parking lot met the Navy’s needs.  

Prior to pursuing the asphalt cover, the Team evaluated ecological exposure 
pathways at the site using a Trident® Probe, which focuses on analyzing 
sediment pore water to determine if groundwater contaminants are discharging 
to surface water. Findings of the study, which was conducted by the Navy’s 
Space and Naval Warfare Command (SPAWAR) based out of San Diego, 
California, indicated there was no definable pathway for discharge of 
groundwater to the surface water. This conclusion ultimately supported the 
Team’s decision that no groundwater monitoring would be required as part of 
the long-term site management strategy for SWMU 14 following completion of 
the asphalt cover. 

The Bousch Creek sediment removal and restoration involved interaction with 
USEPA’s Biological Technical Assistance Group and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS). USFWS was onsite to oversee excavation activities for a 
portion of the site that had to be excavated with a long-reach excavator from the 
top of bank to avoid damage to wetland plants along each side of the creek. 

Overview of SWMU 14: Land reuse to create 1,400 parking spaces to support carrier piers.
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Implementing the Uniform Federal Policy for Quality Assurance Project 
Plans at Installations Within NAVFAC Southeast Area of Responsibility

In August 2007, NAVFAC conveyed to its 
Comprehensive Long-Term Environmental 
Action Navy (CLEAN) contractors 
and several other Navy organizations 
the importance of, and strategy for, 
implementing the Uniform Federal 
Policy for Quality Assurance Project 
Plans (UFP-QAPPs). Within NAVFAC, 
this policy is commonly known as the 
UFP for Sampling and Analysis Plans or 
UFP-SAPs. Since that time, the CLEAN 
contractor for NAVFAC Southeast has 
been producing UFP-compliant SAPs. 
SAP preparation and documentation 
continue to be streamlined, and the 
CLEAN contractor has worked closely with 
NAVFAC to ensure that SAPs for individual 
projects meet the needs of NAVFAC. 
NAVFAC provides oversight in the form of 
a government chemist review of all UFP-
based SAPs. 

DoD, EPA, and DOE developed the 
UFP-QAPP to standardize the format 
of environmental data collection plans. 
The policy requires use of a systematic 
planning process; the standardized 
format addresses all aspects of project 
planning, implementation, assessment, 
and reporting, except for health and safety 
activities. Compliance with UFP-QAPP 
requirements guarantees compliance with 
EPA requirements. When appropriate, 
bases with active community groups may 
be involved in the planning process.

Upfront technical planning meetings are 
an essential collaborative component of 
the process, ensuring that all participants 
understand the technical issues and 

also resulting in streamlined comment 
resolution during the review process. Key 
components of the planning include site 
visits; development of accurate conceptual 
site models (CSMs) that support project 
decisions; and establishment of data 
quality objectives (DQOs) to define data 
needed, inputs to the sampling design, 
and the decision-making method. 

Maintaining a standard format and 
consistency from project to project has 
been and will continue to be a challenge 
because of the breadth of projects 
covered by the UFP-QAPP. The CLEAN 
contractor participates in teleconferences 
and other communications with NAVFAC 
to ensure that consistency is achieved 
and continually improves. Scheduling 
all relevant stakeholders to participate 
in planning meetings has been 
challenging and is expected to remain 
so. Nevertheless, the planning teams 
continually demonstrate resourcefulness 
in overcoming this challenge through 
video teleconferencing and other forms of 
communications. 

The use of UFP-SAP–based planning 
documents is expected to result in 
accelerated project completion schedules 
and reduced overall costs. Some 
reductions have been realized, e.g., 
improved cooperation between regulators 
and NAVFAC has reduced regulator review 
times. In some cases, work has been re-
scoped to eliminate unnecessary activities 
and reduce costs. 

Successes of implementing the UFP-QAPP 
process include the following:

• Unnecessary work has been eliminated 
on some projects, e.g., the need for 
an additional SAP was eliminated 
for the Pensacola Operable Unit 1 
project. At Camp Moffett, the scope 
of a remedial investigation (RI) was 
reduced to that of a site investigation 
(SI) until the presence of contamination 
is confirmed.

• The systematic planning process used 
most frequently in conjunction with 
UFP-SAPs is EPA’s DQO process. The 
involvement of relevant stakeholders in 
the project planning process improves 
cooperation among them.

• NAVFAC actively solicits individual state 
acceptance of UFP-SAPs, and adoption 
has been widespread.

• The use of UFP-SAPs is increasing the 
scientific basis for, and defensibility of, 
environmental investigations.

UFP-SAPs were designed primarily to 
support the review cycle by the Navy 
and regulatory community, but their 
standardized format is already helping to 
improve the quality of planning document 
preparation.

 Planning Meeting at Naval Support Activity Panama City DQO Facilitation Meeting, Marine Corps Recruit Depot Parris 
Island Team
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Naval Installation Restoration Information Solution (NIRIS)

Ensuring easy, cost-effective access to 
high-quality ER Program spatial data and 
records has been a challenge. With the 
adoption of new technologies and heavy 
focus on implementation of interoperable 
enterprise solutions within DoD, the 
Navy developed the Naval Installation 
Restoration Information Solution (NIRIS) 
for managing ER Program information. 
NIRIS allows users to easily find, 
view, analyze, and manage ER data, 
documents, and records. 

IRP and MRP projects accumulate 
thousands of spatial data points and 
associated documents and records. 
Initially, no central system existed 
for maintaining these data. Important 
site-level data such as analytical results, 
land use control (LUC) information, and 
reports were dispersed internally among 
remedial project managers (RPMs) and 
externally among an increasing number 
of contractors. NIRIS, a Web-based 
geographic information system (GIS), 
with applications, and other resources 
available for use by Navy RPMs, 
contractors, and other stakeholders 
is the central system. In 2008, Navy 
policies were issued for both the ER and 
BRAC Programs requiring RPMs to use 
NIRIS to manage ER and BRAC Program 
data and documents for Navy and Marine 
Corps installations.

Use of NIRIS ensures stakeholder teams 
can quickly and easily access quality data 
at ER sites, facilitating decision making. 
Benefits of NIRIS include the following:

Stakeholder Access to High-Quality 
Data and Documents: NIRIS provides 
RPMs, contractors, and other stakeholders 
easy and instant access to data, 
documents, and records that were 
formerly difficult to obtain or dispersed 
among various sources and locations. 
NIRIS also ensures data quality by putting 
data through various stages of verification 
before they can be loaded. 

Applications: NIRIS provides various 
standardized tools for visualization, 
analysis, modeling, and querying/
reporting of data, which help to streamline 
the decision-making process. NIRIS 
applications are standard throughout 
NAVFAC, which reduces the learning 
curve for RPMs and contractors switching 
between ER sites. Tools include the 
following:

• WebGIS, a simple-to-use GIS with a 
wide range of standard and customized 
tools 

• Desktop GIS via Citrix, a full-function 
GIS with advanced analysis tools

• Query Tools to find, view, extract, and 
report data

• LUC Tracker to manage LUCs

• Environmental Document Management 
System (EDMS) to find, view, and 
download documents and records

• Advanced analysis and visualization 
tools such as Groundwater Modeling 
System, an advanced groundwater 
analysis suite of tools.

Maintaining Institutional Knowledge: 
Institutional knowledge is maintained 
and easily shared with NIRIS. The central 
database prevents loss of information 
due to staff turnover and allows RPMs, 
contractors, and other end users to view 
site maps and data records of other 
projects within the Navy and Marine 
Corps. 

Interoperability within NAVFAC, 
Navy, and DoD: NIRIS is compliant 
with DoD Spatial Data Standard for 
Facilities, Infrastructure, and Environment 
(SDSFIE) and is centrally hosted by the 
NAVFAC Information Technology Center 
(NITC) under the NAVFAC Web Portal, 
facilitating sharing and leveraging of data, 
information, and infrastructure. 

Cost Avoidance Measures: By 
integrating centralized Navy-supported 
GIS and Web-based applications, NIRIS 
helps to reduce software investment 
costs. Development costs are minimized 
because an application developed by one 
FEC is usable by all. 

Over 700 users, representing all NAVFAC 
FECs, are using NIRIS to manage their 
data. Over 8 million analytical data entries 
have been made and over 33,000 reports 
and documents loaded. The usefulness of 
NIRIS will continue to increase as historic 
data loading progresses and new data are 
loaded to NIRIS. Tools and applications 
are being developed to enhance the 
usability of NIRIS, transitioning the system 
into an overall project management 
application.

NIRIS WebGIS Interface Showing Locations of Soil Borings and Wells.  Standard 
Navigation Tools, and Customized Analysis and Query Tools are on the Left.
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Appendices

Appendix A – Installation Restoration Program Status 
This appendix presents IRP phase data by state and under each state by installation.  

This appendix includes the IRP sites that were included in the program under the previous site  
eligibility requirements prior to issuance of the Office of the Secretary of Defense’s (OSD’s)  

“Interim Policy on Defense Environmental Restoration Program Eligibility.” 

Appendix B – Munitions Response Program Status 
This appendix presents MRP phase data by state and under each state by installation.

Appendix C – Installation Restoration Program Status - Compliance Cleanup Sites 
This appendix presents IRP phase data by state and under each state by installation for the  
47 Compliance Cleanup sites. These sites were added to the IRP as a result of the OSD’s  

“Interim Policy on Defense Environmental Restoration Program Eligibility”  
which eliminated the 1986 cutoff dates for site eligibility.

Appendix D – Environmental Restoration Program Totals 
This appendix presents a summary of the total number of sites in various phases of  

environmental restoration under the IRP (including Compliance Cleanup sites) and MRP.

Appendix E – Environmental Restoration (IRP and MRP) Installation Summaries 
This appendix presents details of the cleanup plans by individual installation for the Navy and  

Marine Corps bases. The appendix is organized by state then installation and includes both IRP  
and MRP sites, but not the Compliance Cleanup sites.

Appendix F – Compliance Cleanup Installation Summaries 
This appendix presents details of the cleanup plans for the 47 Compliance Cleanup sites.   

The appendix is organized by state and under each state by installation.

Appendix G – Installations Inspected and No Sites Identified 
This appendix lists the Navy and Marine Corps installations for which a preliminary  

assessment (or an initial assessment study) was completed and no sites were identified  
that required further study or cleanup.

Appendix H – Installations with All IRP or All MRP Sites Achieving  
Remedy in Place (RIP) or Response Complete (RC) 

This appendix provides a list of all installations where cleanup (RIP/RC achieved) of IRP  
sites is 100% complete and those where cleanup of MRP sites is 100% complete.

49

The data presented in the Appendices provide the status of the Installation Restoration 
Program (IRP) and Munitions Response Program (MRP) as of 30 September 2009.
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50 Acronym List for Appendix
C Completed, number of sites with the 

phase completed

C (ACT) Completed, number of sites with 
IRAs completed (number of interim 
actions completed at the sites)

CA RCRA Corrective Action program

CAP Corrective Action Plan (RCRA 
Underground Storage Tank 
program)

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act of 1980

CMI Corrective  Measures 
Implementation (RCRA Corrective 
Action program)

CMO Corrective Measures Operation 
(RCRA Corrective Action program)

CMS Corrective Measures Study (RCRA 
Corrective Action program)

DES Design (RCRA Corrective Action 
and UST program)

ER,N Environmental Restoration, Navy 
funding

F Future, number of sites with phase 
to be started in the future

FS Feasibility Study (CERCLA 
program)

FY Government Fiscal Year (ending 30 
September)

IMO Implementation Operation (RCRA 
UST program) 

IMP Implementation (RCRA 
Underground Storage Tank 
program)

IRA Interim Remedial Action (CERCLA 
program) also includes removal 
actions

IRP Installation Restoration Program

LTM Long-Term Management

MRP Munitions Response Program

NPL National Priorities List

Non-NPL Sites that are not listed on the National 
Priorities List 

PA Preliminary Assessment (CERCLA 
program)

RA Remedial Action

RAC Remedial Action Construction 
(CERCLA program)

RAO Remedial Action Operation (CERCLA 
program)

RC Response Complete, all cleanup 
actions completed

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act 

RD Remedial Design (CERCLA program)

RFA RCRA Facility Assessment (RCRA 
Corrective Action program)

RFI RCRA Facility Investigation (RCRA 
Corrective Action program)

RI Remedial Investigation (CERCLA 
program)

RIP Remedy in Place

SA Site Assessment (RCRA UST 
program)

SI Site Inspection (CERCLA program)

U Underway, number of sites with phase 
underway

U (ACT) Underway, number of sites with IRAs 
underway (number of interim actions 
underway at the sites)

UST RCRA Underground Storage Tank 
program

Names of installations are abbreviated in Appendices A, B, and C. 
Complete names are provided in Appendices E and F.
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APPENDIX A – Installation Restoration Program Status

A
 ALASKA

Amchitka FSSC Det 1 11 11 4 2 4 7 6 1 1 10
Cape Prince of Wales NCCOSC 3 3 3 3 3 3(4) 3
Point Barrow NARL 13 13 1 12 2 5 9 1 6 3 1 7(8) 9
St. Lawrence NCCOSC 4 4 4 4 4 4(5) 4
Tin City NCCOSC 1 1 1 1 1 1(4) 1

TOTAL 32 32 5 22 2 9 24 1 20 4 1 15(21) 1 27

 ARIZONA
Flagstaff NOS 2 2 2         2
Sentinel NCCOSC 3 3 2 1 1 1 1(2) 3
Yuma MCAS 25 Yes 25 1 24 13 3 11 7 3 1 3 1(1) 23

TOTAL 30 30 5 25 13 3 12 8 3 1 3 2(3) 28

 CALIFORNIA
Alameda NMCRC 2 1 2 1 1 1
Azusa NCCOSC Morris Dam Facility 2 1 1 1 1(1) 1(1) 1
Barstow MCLB 43 Yes 41 41 1 31 9 10 1 1 8 2 9(9) 5 32
Bridgeport MCMWTC 18  18    3 14   6 8   9   4 4 1  4 5(5) 5 12
Camp Pendleton MCB 209 Yes 168 25 2 62 112 24 4 59 17 15 21 10 28 15 5 4 7 5 9(9) 8 90
Centerville Beach NAVFAC 10 10 4 6 4 1 1 1 1 3(13) 6
China Lake NAWS 89 74 6 8 36 23 2 10 4 11 2 11 16 13 1 14 6 3 14 7(7) 1(1) 9 10
Chocolate Mountain AGR 7 7 6 1 1 2(3) 7
Concord NWS 53 Yes 43 29 24 4 11 1 12 2 6 2 9 1 9 5(5) 9  
Corona NOC NWAD 2 2 1 1 1 2
Coronado NAB 6 6 2 4 1 1 2
Daly City EFA West 1 1 1 1(1) 1
Dixon NRTF 4 4 4 3 1 1(1) 1
El Centro NAF 22 21 14 4 2 2 3 2 3 1 4 1 2 2 13(13) 1(1) 2 14
Fallbrook NOC, Pac Div Det 12  5 2 5 3 2  1   1   1    1   1
Imperial Beach OLF 5 2 3 1 3 3 3 1 2(2) 2(4)
Lemoore NAS 19 16 18 1 14 6 5 3 1 1 1 4(4) 5 11
Long Beach NS San Pedro 3 3 1 1 1
Los Angeles NMCRC 1 1 1 1 1 1
Miramar MCAS 18 14 4 7 3 1 2 4 2 1 4 1 1 6(6) 1(1) 11
Monterey NPGS 3 3 2 1 1 1 1 1(1) 3
North Island NADEP 1 1 1 1 1
North Island NAS 24 22 1 7 10 6 7 1 1 2 1 4 2 1 5 8(20) 2(2) 7 6

 A-1
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 OREGON
Coos Head NAV Ocean Processing FAC 1 1 1 1 1 1

Portland NMCRRC 1 1 1 1 1 1(1) 1

Salem NMCRC 1 1 1 1 1

TOTAL 3 3 1 3 2 1 1 1(1) 3

 PENNSYLVANIA
Mechanicsburg SPCC 15 Yes 14 3 9 1 6 3 1 4 2 3 1 4(5) 1 12
Philadelphia ASO 1 1 1 1 1 1
Philadelphia NSWC-CD 10  9   2 8   4 2   3 1  3       5
Willow Grove NAS 9 Yes 9 4 2 1 1 4 3 1 1 3(3) 9
Wyoming MCRC 2 2 2 2 1(1) 1

TOTAL 37 35 9 20 1 11 6 1 14 1 2 11 1 2 1 8(9) 2 27

 PUERTO RICO
Roosevelt Roads Camp Garcia 12 Yes 1 6 6 4 3 3 1 1(1) 4
Roosevelt Roads NS 59 41 23 36 32 1 2 2 2 2
Sabana Seca NSGA 8 8    8    7 1 1   1     3(6)  
San Juan SUPSHIP 3 3 3
Vieques West 16 Yes 11 5 10 1 2 1 3(3) 2(2) 10

TOTAL 98 53 26 61 11 53 2 1 3 3 2 3 3 2 1 1 2 6(9) 3(3) 14

 RHODE ISLAND
Newport NETC 29 Yes 26 8 8 13 1 3 1 10 7 12 5 2 6 10(13) 1(1) 1 12

TOTAL 29 26 8 8 13 1 3 1 10 7 12 5 2 6 10(13) 1(1) 1 12

 SOUTH CAROLINA
Beaufort MCAS 44  37 1  20 13 5 3 3 3  5  1 1 2 8 1 2 4(4) 2(2) 2 20

Charleston NWS 68 62 19 31 8 9 22 2 8 1 4 6 6 17(17) 2(2) 9 37

Parris Island MCRD 26 Yes 25 9 7 7 1 2 3 5 1 4 2 2 2 7(7) 3(3) 4 10

TOTAL 138 124 1 48 51 20 13 27 8 18 2 1 9 10 8 3 10 28(28) 7(7) 15 67

 TENNESSEE
Bristol NWIRP 9 8 4 5 5 4(5) 3 9

Knoxville NMCRC 1 1 1 1 1

Mid-South NSA 42  41    15 27    21    3   3  3   13(13)   1

TOTAL 52 49 19 33 26 1 4 4 3 17(18) 3 10
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APPENDIX B – Munitions Response Program Status

B
 CALIFORNIA

Bridgeport MCMWTC 1 1 1 1

China Lake NAWS 2 1 1 2 1

Concord NWS 4 Yes 1 3 1 3 3 1 2

Coronado NAB 1 1 1

Dixon NRTF 1 1 1

El Centro NAF 4 4 1 3 1 4

Fallbrook NOC, Pac Div Det 7 3 4 2 5 1(1)

Miramar MCAS 15 14 1 6 3 4 1 7

North Island NAS 1 1 1 1 1 1

San Clemente Island NALF 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

San Diego NCCOSC 1 1

San Diego NS 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

San Diego SPASURFLDSTA 1 1 1

Seal Beach NWS 6 4 2 3 3 1 1

Stockton NCS 1 1 1 1

Twentynine Palms MCAGCC 2 2

Ventura County NB Point Mugu 4 1 3 3 3

Ventura County NB Port Hueneme 2 2 2 2

TOTAL 56 34 18 4 12 2 6 29 1 1 8 1 1 23 1 1 1(1) 1 2

 COLORADO
Lowry AFB ARMFORAITC 1 1 1

TOTAL 1 1 1

 DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Anacostia NS 2 2 2

Washington Navy Yard 1 Yes 1

Washington NRL 5 5 2 3

TOTAL 8 2 6 2 2 3
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 ARIZONA
Yuma MCAS 7 Yes 7 2 5 4

TOTAL 7 7 2 5 4
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 VIRGINIA
Chesapeake NSGA NWEST 1 1 1
Little Creek NAB 1 Yes 1 1
Oceana NAS 1 1 1
Quantico MCB 29 Yes 15 8 4 15 11 6 9 6
St. Juliens Creek Annex 1 Yes 1
Yorktown NWS 2 Yes 2 1 1
Yorktown NWS Cheatham Annex 1 Yes 1 1

TOTAL 36 20 10 4 18 1 13 6 9 6

 WASHINGTON
Bangor NSB 1 Yes 1 1 1
Indian Island Naval Magazine 1 No 1 1
Jim Creek NAVRADSTA 1 1 1
Puget Sound NAVHOSP Bremerton 1 Yes 1 1 1 1 1(1)
Puget Sound NSY 2 Yes 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 1(1)
Whidbey Island NAS 4 Yes 3 1 1 3 3

TOTAL 10 9 1 3 2 2 3 2 2 5 2 2(2)

GRAND TOTAL 278 180 81 9 69 14 37 129 5 7 3 40 6 7 111 3 3 0 8 3 6(6) 3(3) 3 19

 TENNESSEE
Mid-South NSA 1 1 1 1

TOTAL 1 1 1 1

   
 TEXAS

Corpus Christi NAS 4 3 1 2 2 2 2

TOTAL 4 3 1 2 2 2 2
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 Totals – IRP by Regulation

CERCLA 2432 2085 65 34 863 1181 164 95 634 335 25 121 428 48 189 262 110 153 137 110 609(766) 49(52) 151 1491

RFA RFI/CMS DES CMI CMO IRA TOTAL

RCRA CA 632 555 27 1 222 320 48 19 199 50 2 23 68 13 36 47 25 31 12 25 124(155) 9(9) 43 291

SA CAP DES IMP IMO IRA TOTAL

UST 670 623 4 8 158 380 9 10 122 145 2 11 293 8 17 160 111 85 10 111 149(160) 0(0) 37 421

TOTAL 3734 3263 96 43 1243 1881 221 124 955 530 29 155 789 69 242 469 246 269 159 246 882(1081) 58(61) 231 2203

Total #  
of Sites

C U F RC C U F RC C U F C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) LTM RC

PA/SI/RFA/SA RI/FS/RFI/CMS/CAP RD/DES RAC/CMI/IMP RAO/CMO/IMO IRA TOTAL

 Totals – IRP by NPL

NPL 1519 1349 18 8 481 844 98 45 455 272 21 75 286 38 124 174 67 118 90 66 417(510) 21(22) 84 991

Non-NPL 2215 1914 78 35 762 1037 123 79 500 258 8 80 503 31 118 295 179 151 69 180 465(571) 37(39) 147 1212

TOTAL 3734 3263 96 43 1243 1881 221 124 955 530 29 155 789 69 242 469 246 269 159 246 882(1081) 58(61) 231 2203

Total #  
of Sites

C U F RC C U F RC C U F C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) LTM RC

PA/SI RI/FS RD RAC RAO IRA TOTAL

 Totals – MRP by NPL

NPL 132 86 35 5 29 8 11 67 1 5 3 23 4 7 69 1 3 0 5 3 2(2) 1(1) 1 7

Non-NPL 146 94 46 4 40 6 26 62 4 2 0 17 2 0 42 2 0 0 3 0 4(4) 2(2) 2 13

TOTAL 278 180 81 9 69 14 37 129 5 7 3 40 6 7 111 3 3 0 8 3 6(6) 3(3) 3 20

Total #  
of Sites

C U F RC C U F RC C U F C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) LTM RC

PA/SI/RFA/SA RI/FS/RFI/CMS/CAP RD/DES RAC/CMI/IMP RAO/CMO/IMO IRA TOTAL

APPENDIX D – Environmental Restoration Program TotalsD D-1

 GRAND TOTAL – Installation Restoration Program and Munitions Response Program

GRAND TOTAL 4012 3443 177 52 1312 1895 258 253 960 537 32 195 795 76 353 472 249 269 167 249 888(1087) 61(64) 234 2223



Appendix D

 D-2

A
ppendix D

 – E
nvironm

ental R
estoration Program

 Totals (2009)

 Totals – IRP Compliance Cleanup by Regulation

CERCLA 22 0 1 9 0 1 0 14 0 0 0 10 5 0 10 0 0 0 5 0 0(0) 0(0) 0 0

RFA RFI/CMS DES CMI CMO IRA TOTAL

RCRA CA 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0(0) 0(0) 0 0

SA CAP DES IMP IMO IRA TOTAL

UST 23 3 0 6 0 0 3 5 0 0 0 7 8 0 1 0 0 0 7 0 1(1) 0(0) 0 0

TOTAL 47 3 2 16 0 1 3 20 0 0 0 18 13 0 12 0 0 0 12 0 1(1) 0(0) 0 0

Total #  
of Sites

C U F RC C U F RC C U F C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) LTM RC

PA/SI/RFA/SA RI/FS/RFI/CMS/CAP RD/DES RAC/CMI/IMP RAO/CMO/IMO IRA TOTAL

 Totals – IRP Compliance Cleanup by NPL

NPL 18 3 0 5 0 0 3 11 0 0 0 9 4 0 8 0 0 0 4 0 1(1) 0(0) 0 0

Non-NPL 29 0 2 11 0 1 0 9 0 0 0 9 9 0 4 0 0 0 8 0 0(0) 0(0) 0 0

TOTAL 47 3 2 16 0 1 3 20 0 0 0 18 13 0 12 0 0 0 12 0 1(1) 0(0) 0 0

Total #  
of Sites

C U F RC C U F RC C U F C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) LTM RC

PA/SI RI/FS RD RAC RAO IRA TOTAL

 GRAND TOTAL OF ALL SITES

GRAND TOTAL 4059 3446 179 68 1312 1896 261 273 960 537 32 213 808 76 365 472 249 269 179 249 889(1088) 61(64) 234 2223

Total #  
of Sites

C U F RC C U F RC C U F C U F RC C U F RC C(ACT) U(ACT) LTM RC

PA/SI/RFA/SA RI/FS/RFI/CMS/CAP RD/DES RAC/CMI/IMP RAO/CMO/IMO IRA TOTAL

 Totals – MRP Compliance Cleanup by NPL

NPL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0(0) 0(0) 0 0

Non-NPL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0(0) 0(0) 0 0

TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0(0) 0(0) 0 0

 GRAND TOTAL – All IRP and MRP Compliance Cleanup Sites

GRAND TOTAL 47 3 2 16 0 1 3 20 0 0 0 18 13 0 12 0 0 0 12 0 1(1) 0(0) 0 0
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NPL

Sites with Remedy in Place or Response Complete #(%)
Funding  
to Date

Cost to  
Complete

Phase

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Study Cleanup RC
Maximum
RIP/RC FYMRPIRP

Appendix E presents the details of projected cleanup plans for 
individual Navy and Marine Corps installations with sites in the 
Installation Restoration Program (IRP) and Munitions Response 
Program (MRP).  This information is presented in tabular form 
with the installations organized by state.  The states are presented in 
alphabetical order, with the installations in alphabetical order under 
them.  

For each installation, a brief description of the mission of the 
particular installation is provided along with an icon depicting the 
type of mission.  In some instances, the installation has a secondary 
mission and will have two icons, one for the primary mission and 
one for the secondary mission.  An explanatory legend for the icons is 
given on page E-2.

An explanation of each of the columns in the table is provided below.    

NPL
The EPA’s National Priorities List (NPL) includes installations 
receiving an EPA Hazard Ranking System score greater than 28.5.  
The NPL column indicates whether or not the installation is listed on 
the NPL.  

IRP
The IRP column indicates the number of sites that the installation has 
in the Installation Restoration Program.

MRP  
The MRP column indicates the number of sites that the installation 
has in the Munitions Response Program.

Sites with Remedy in Place in Place or 
Response Complete #(%)
These columns show the cumulative number of sites (and percent of 
sites) that will reach Remedy in Place (RIP) or Response Complete (RC) 
status by the end of each year.  RIP status indicates that construction of 
the final remedy has been completed and it is operating as designed.  RC 
status indicates that all cleanup actions for the site have been completed.  

Maximum RIP/RC FY
The Maximum RIP/RC FY column indicates the projected fiscal year 
that all sites at the installation will be RIP/RC for those sites that have 
projected completion beyond 2014.    

Funding to Date
The Funding to Date amounts reflect the total amount of money spent 
on study and cleanup at each installation through September 2009.  

Cost to Complete  
The Cost to Complete funding amount reflects the total amount of 
money estimated to be needed to complete all cleanup work at the 
installation beginning with the year FY 2000. 

Phase
These columns present the number of sites at each installation in various 
program phases.  The Study phase includes the preliminary assessment 
(PA), site inspection (SI), and remedial investigation/feasibility study 
(RI/FS) phases.  The Cleanup phase includes sites in the remedial design 
(RD) and remedial action (RA) phases as well as sites that have their 
final remedy in place (RIP).  The Response Complete (RC) is a count of 
all sites where all cleanup actions have been completed.  

APPENDIX E – Environmental Restoration (IRP and MRP) Installation SummariesE E-1
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Sites with Remedy in Place or Response Complete #(%)
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Cost to  
Complete
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Aircraft
Installations whose main mission 
is operating Naval or Marine 
Corps aircraft.

Amphibious 
Installations whose main 
mission is operating amphibious 
equipment and forces.

Communications 
Installations whose main mission 
is operating communications-
type equipment.

Helicopter 
Installations whose main mission 
is operating Navy or Marine 
Corps helicopters.

Housing 
Installations whose main mission 
is providing housing for Navy 
and Marine Corps personnel and 
their families.

Medical 
Installations whose main mission 
is operating medical or dental 
facilities.

Training 
Installations whose main mission 
is training.

Weapons -  General 
Installations whose main mission is 
operating a facility for producing, 
developing, testing or operating 
general weapons systems.

Weapons -  Aircraft 
Installations whose main mission is 
operating a facility for producing, 
developing, testing or operating 
aircraft weapons systems.

Weapons -  Ship/Surface 
Installations whose main mission is 
operating a facility for producing, 
developing, testing or operating 
ships weapons systems.

Weapons -  Submarine 
Installations whose main mission is 
operating a facility for producing, 
developing, testing or operating 
submarine weapons systems.

Explanation of Mission Icons

Research 
Installations whose main mission 
is research, development, test 
and evaluation.

Reserves/Recruits 
Installations whose main mission 
is supporting and training 
reserve units and new recruits.

Service/Supply/
Support 
Installations whose main mission 
is providing supplies, services 
and support to the fleet and 
operating forces.

Ships 
Installations whose main mission 
is operating surface ships.

Submarines 
Installations whose main mission 
is operating submarines.

Ships/Submarines 
Installations whose main mission 
is operating both ships and 
submarines.
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 ALASKA
Amchitka Fleet Surveillance Support Command Detachment 1
Previously provided wide area air surveillance using relocatable, over-the-horizon radar; radar facilities were moved to Chesapeake, VA.

No 11 0 11 (100%) 11 (100%) 11 (100%) 11 (100%) 11 (100%) 11 (100%) N/A $8,913,000 $238,000 0 1 10

Cape Prince of Wales Naval Command Control and Ocean Surveillance Center
Conducts arctic experiments and gathers weather information.

No 3 0 3 (100%) 3 (100%) 3 (100%) 3 (100%) 3 (100%) 3 (100%) N/A $5,886,000 $0 0 0 3

Point Barrow Naval Arctic Research Laboratory
Conducts arctic research.

No 13 0 12 (92%) 12 (92%) 12 (92%) 12 (92%) 12 (92%) 12 (92%) 2016 $48,202,000 $8,283,000 0 4 9

St. Lawrence Naval Command Control and Ocean Surveillance Center 
Provided telecommunications link to desolate parts of Alaska; currently inactive.

No 4 0 4 (100%) 4 (100%) 4 (100%) 4 (100%) 4 (100%) 4 (100%) N/A $5,998,000 $0 0 0 4

Tin City Naval Command Control and Ocean Surveillance Center
Provided telecommunications link to desolate parts of Alaska; currently inactive.

No 1 0 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) N/A $1,269,000 $0 0 0 1

 ARIZONA
Flagstaff Naval Observatory Station
Provides, analyzes, and interprets astrometric and photometric dark sky observations, data for navigation, positioning and communications; 
conducts research to improve observational methods and accuracy of astronomical data required by the Navy and DoD.

No 2 0 2 (100%) 2 (100%) 2 (100%) 2 (100%) 2 (100%) 2 (100%) N/A $0 $0 0 0 2

Sentinel Naval Command Control and Ocean Surveillance Center 
Supports wave propagation projects and surveys; plans, designs, and constructs very low frequency antennas for communication with satellites.

No 3 0 3 (100%) 3 (100%) 3 (100%) 3 (100%) 3 (100%) 3 (100%) N/A $196,000 $0 0 0 3

Yuma Marine Corps Air Station
Provides aerial weapons training and tactical aircrew combat training for the Atlantic and Pacific Fleet Marine Forces and Navy, and aviation base for Marine Corps.

Yes 25 7 27 (84%) 27 (84%) 27 (84%) 27 (84%) 27 (84%) 27 (84%) 2019 $51,503,000 $14,181,000 5 4 23

APPENDIX E – Environmental Restoration (IRP and MRP) Installation Summaries
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 CALIFORNIA
Alameda Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Center
Closed; NAVFAC is caretaker until transfer. Previously maintained and operated facilities and provided services and material support operations for Naval aviation 
activities and operating forces.

No 2 0 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 2 (100%) 2 (100%) 2 (100%) 2 (100%) N/A $1,135,000 $487,000 0 2 0
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 NEW YORK, continued

Fishers Island Naval Underwater Systems Center Annex
Provides Research, Development, Test and Evaluation (RDT&E) center for underwater surveillance, communications, and navigation systems.

No 1 0 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) N/A $200,000 $0 0 0 1

Floyd Bennett Field Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Center
Provides training and administrative support to Navy, Marine Corps, and Army Reserve Units.

No 1 0 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) N/A $0 $0 0 0 1

Syracuse Marine Corps Reserve Training Center
Provides training and administrative support and mobilizes Marine Corps Reserve Units.

No 1 0 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) N/A $222,000 $0 0 0 1

Watertown Naval Reserve Center
Provides training and administrative support for Navy Reserve Units.

No 1 0 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) N/A $91,000 $0 0 1 0

 NORTH CAROLINA
Camp Lejeune Marine Corps Base
Provides training facilities, logistical and administrative support, and certain administrative supplies for Fleet Marine Corps Units and other assigned units;  
conducts specialized training in combat, amphibious, urban, riverine, and special operations, and international training exercises.

Yes 177 21 174 (88%) 176 (89%) 179 (90%) 179 (90%) 179 (90%) 183 (92%) 2020 $170,592,000 $151,410,000 18 51 129

Cherry Point Marine Corps Air Station
Maintains and operates support facility and provides services and materials for Marine Corps aircraft wing.

Yes 97 3 95 (95%) 96 (96%) 96 (96%) 96 (96%) 96 (96%) 96 (96%) 2019 $91,907,000 $93,419,000 3 43 54

Wilmington Naval Reserve Center
Provides training support for administrative, logistics, and mobilization of Navy Reserve Units.

No 1 0 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) N/A $61,000 $0 0 1 0

 OHIO
Toledo Naval Weapons Industrial Reserve Plant
Government-Owned Contractor-Operated (GOCO) production facility providing research and development, design engineering, and testing of advanced weapons systems.

No 1 0 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) N/A $1,327,000 $0 0 1 0

 OKLAHOMA
Broken Arrow Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Center
Provides training and reserve center support to the Navy, Marine Corps, and Army Reserve Units.

No 1 0 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) N/A $69,000 $0 0 1 0
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Executive Summary 
Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Cherry Point is a military installation located in the City of Havelock, midway 
between New Bern and Morehead City, North Carolina, approximately 90 miles west–southwest of Cape Hatteras. 
The Air Station, commissioned in 1942, provides training, support, and supplies for the Fleet Marine Force Atlantic 
aviation units.  

In 1994, MCAS Cherry Point was added to the National Priorities List (NPL) maintained by the United States (U.S.) 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Under the provisions of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), commonly known as “Superfund,” the Navy is investigating potentially 
contaminated soil, groundwater, surface water, and sediment at MCAS Cherry Point under a Navy program called 
the Installation Restoration Program (IRP).  

The Navy is also investigating old munitions sites under the Munitions Response Program (MRP), in accordance 
with the Department of Defense (DoD) 2005 Munitions Response Site Prioritization Protocol (MRSPP, the Protocol) 
and following the CERCLA process. Together, the IRP and the MRP make up the Environmental Restoration 
Program.  

The purpose of this Community Involvement Plan (CIP) is to outline how MCAS Cherry Point will continue to meet 
the needs of the local community for information about and participation in the ongoing investigation and 
remediation processes at the Air Station.  

This update of the MCAS Cherry Point CIP is based on community interviews conducted in September‐October 
2011. The plan will be updated again in approximately 5 years, or if a significant event in the IRP or MRP occurs. 
This CIP will be made available to the public as part of the Administrative Record File for MCAS Cherry Point via 
the Environmental Restoration Program public Web site. 

Environmental investigations began at MCAS Cherry Point in the early 1980s. Subsequent investigations identified 
25 sites, defined as discrete areas where hazardous substances or wastes have been deposited, stored, disposed 
of, or placed. Ten of these 25 sites have achieved Remedy Complete status (Sites 1, 2, 6, 7, 12, 14, 15, 17, 18, and 
82). Eight sites (Sites 4, 10, 19, 21, 44B, 46, 76, and 90) have been included in final Records of Decision (RODs), 
describing the selected remediation approach for soil and groundwater. At eight sites (Sites 16, 42, 47, 51, 52, 83, 
92, and 98), interim actions to treat soil or groundwater have been implemented and additional studies are 
ongoing. 

In 2008, Site Inspections began for two munitions response sites. One of these sites (Former Skeet and Trap 
Range #1 and Surface Danger Zone) is located within and adjacent to MCAS Cherry Point and is included in the 
NPL listing. Stakeholder involvement for this site is included in the community involvement activities described in 
this CIP.  

The other munitions site, Former Bomb Target 2 (BT‐2) and the associated historical Surface Danger Zone, is 
located in Bogue Sound, approximately 15 miles from the Air Station. Because BT‐2 is not part of the NPL listing at 
MCAS Cherry Point, stakeholder involvement for that munitions site is not addressed by this CIP, but rather by a 
separate Public Involvement Plan.  

Community concerns were identified by interviews conducted with 15 local residents in 1995, 29 local residents 
and officials in 2003, and 14 residents and local officials in 2011. In general, interviews reflected a good 
relationship between MCAS Cherry Point and local residents, including a general trust in the military’s ability to 
clean up the sites. Most interviewees agreed that the community as a whole knows little about the environmental 
cleanup, not because MCAS Cherry Point fails to communicate the information, but because most people are not 
interested unless they feel they are directly affected.  

The Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) is considered an important conduit through which the community is 
informed and invited to participate in decision‐making. However, less than half of all 2011 interviewees were 
aware of the RAB. Those who were aware of it generally believe it is beneficial to both the Air Station and the 
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community. RAB members who were interviewed in 2003 agreed that more information about the cleanup 
program should be communicated to the public, either through meetings with groups or through the media. RAB 
members who were interviewed in 2011 agreed that MCAS Cherry Point was doing a good job of keeping the 
members informed. To increase public awareness, RAB members recommended inviting local politicians to RAB 
and public meetings and sending out information through local media.  

Section 4 describes the community involvement activities implemented to date and planned for the future, in 
response to feedback received in interviews. MCAS Cherry Point will continue those activities that have been 
found to be effective, including (but not limited to) activities that are required by law or regulation.  
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SECTION 3 

Community Background 

3.1 Community Setting 
MCAS Cherry Point is located in an area that was historically used for farming, timber production, and tar and 
turpentine production. The demand for tar and turpentine waned with the demise of wooden ships. From the late 
1800s until the 1930s, the Havelock area was a haven for hunters and fishermen, and it remains attractive to 
people who enjoy sailing, hunting, and outdoor recreation.  

During the 1970s, intense commercial and residential development occurred around MCAS Cherry Point, 
particularly within the City of Havelock. In 1980, the City of Havelock annexed Cherry Point and became Craven 
County’s largest city by population. Other population centers in the vicinity of Cherry Point are the City of New 
Bern (approximately 19 miles northwest) in Craven County, Newport (approximately 10 miles south), Morehead 
City (approximately 19 miles southeast), and Beaufort (approximately 24 miles southeast) in Carteret County. The 
areas between population centers are fairly rural in nature.  

Beyond Havelock and some adjoining residential areas, such as Carolina Pines and North Harlowe in Craven 
County, the majority of the land surrounding the Air Station consists of the Croatan National Forest. The area of 
Pamlico County across the Neuse River to the north of the facility contains woodlands, small farms, and small 
residential areas such as Minesott Beach, Bayboro, Oriental, and Stonewall. Atlantic Ocean beaches and resorts 
are located approximately 20 miles east and south of MCAS Cherry Point. Fresh and salt water fishing, swimming, 
golfing, boating, campsites, historical sites, shopping centers, churches, and schools are available near the Air 
Station.  

3.1.1 Character of Nearby Cities and Towns 
Participants in the 2011 community interviews described Havelock as a middle‐class, military town that is growing 
towards a community with a substantial population of retired military personnel and some transient younger 
Marines.   

New Bern was described as becoming a retirement community, primarily middle class on a fixed income, with 
many transplants to whom rivers and the natural environment are important. People who enjoy the water are 
moving there to retire because of the area’s natural beauty. The city has a more diverse population than the 
surrounding region, becoming more “cosmopolitan” with transplanted retirees.  

The town of Minnesott Beach(directly across the river from the Air Station) was described as a bedroom 
community, with a population that is predominantly middle‐class and retired.  

The eastern portion of Craven County was described as being largely military, while the western portion is more 
agricultural; there is some industry, but it is a predominantly a tourism‐based service economy.  

3.1.2 Demographic Profile  
Approximately 78 percent of the military and civilian personnel employed by MCAS Cherry Point live in Craven 
County. Residents of Carteret County east of the Air Station and Pamlico County north of the Air Station also 
contribute to the Air Station’s workforce and are part of the “local” community.  

At the 2000 Census, there were 22,442 residents in the City of Havelock. In 2010, Census figures revealed a 
population decrease of 1,700 (8 percent). The City of Havelock remains the one of the largest population centers 
in Craven, Carteret, and Pamlico Counties. At the 2010 Census, only New Bern had a slightly higher population of 
29,524 (Table 3‐1).  
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TABLE 3-1  
Socioeconomic Profile of Surrounding Jurisdictions  
MCAS Cherry Point Community Involvement Plan 

Jurisdiction 
Total 

Persons 
White 
(%) 

Black 
(%) 

American 
Indian, 
Alaska 
Native

  

(%) 
Asian 
(%) 

Hawaiian,
Pacific 
Islander 
(%) 

Other
race 
(%) 

Two 
or 

more 
races
(%) 

Hispanic
or 

Latino
a

(%) 
Minority 

% 

Limited 
English 
(%) 

Poverty
b

(%) 

Median 
age 

(years)

19 
years 
or 

under 
(%) 

Bachelor's 
degree or 
higher 
(%) 

Average 
house‐
hold size 

Median 
household 
Income  

Unem‐
ploy‐
ment

c 
(%) 

City of 
Havelock 

20,735  70.0  17.4  0.7  2.9  0.3  4  4.7  11.6  36.0  3.5  14.6  23.5  31.8  11.9  2.76  $52,421  11.0 

City of  
New Bern 

29,524  57.9  33.2  0.4  3.6  0.1  2.5  2.4  5.8  44.5  3.3  24.1  38.8  25.1  24.6  2.25  $50,894  12.2 

Craven County  103,505  70.0  22.4  0.5  2.0  0.1  2.3  2.7  6.1  32.9  2.7  16.0  36.2  26.0  21.3  2.45  $58,260  9.5 

Carteret 
County 

66,469  89.3  6.1  0.5  0.9  0.1  1.2  2.0  3.4  12.6  1.9  12.2  47.2  21.0  23.8  2.27  $60,178  8.6 

Pamlico County  13,144  76.3  20.0  0.6  0.4  0.1  1.2  1.4  3.1  25.2  2.5  10.7  48.3  20.0  17.5  2.27  $54,375  6.9 

Sources: United States Bureau of the Census, 2010 Census; 2006‐2010 American Community Survey 5‐Year Estimates (Tables S1701, DP‐1, DP‐2, DP‐3);   

Notes:  

a. Hispanic origin refers to ethnicity and language, not race, and includes persons whose heritage is Puerto Rican, Cuban, Mexican, and Central or South American, and who are also 
counted in one of the preceding columns.  

b. The Poverty Rate values shown are Census Bureau estimates of percent of persons with 2009 household incomes below the poverty threshold, based on family size.  
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Approximately one‐third of the population of Craven and Carteret counties live in urbanized areas, and two‐thirds 
live in rural areas. All of Pamlico County is considered rural by Census definitions. Outside of the larger towns, 
most of the communities in the area are small in population but large geographically, due to the prevalence of 
farming and forestry. 

According to the 2010 Census, Havelock’s population is generally quite young and is similar to a college 
community with a median age of 23.5 years old, compared to a median age of 39 years in New Bern, and 47 and 
48 years in Carteret County and Pamlico County, respectively. This reflects the impact that MCAS Cherry Point has 
on Havelock’s demographics, as well as the attraction of the waterfront areas to active military and civilian 
retirees.  

Havelock also has a larger percentage of school‐age children (32 percent) and the average number of persons per 
household in Havelock is 2.76, which is higher than the surrounding jurisdictions and also shows the influence of a 
relatively younger military population.  

The City of New Bern has the highest percentage of college‐educated people in the tri‐county area (24.6 percent), 
considerably higher than the City of Havelock (11.9 percent), which again reflects the comparatively young 
population of the Air Station.  

The highest median household income is found in Carteret County ($60,178), followed by Craven County 
($58,260). The City of New Bern has a median household income of $50,894, but also meets the definition of a 
“poverty area” (20 percent or more of the population living in households with income below the poverty 
threshold). Three of the block groups to the south of MCAS Cherry Point (within a 3‐mile radius from the center of 
the Air Station) slipped below the statistical poverty threshold between the 2000 Census and 2010 Census. The 
poverty rate in the more rural block groups to the east and west of the Air Station rose above the poverty 
threshold during the decade (Figure 3‐1).  

The 2010 Census established the following demographic breakdown for the City of Havelock: approximately 70 
percent white and 36 percent minority, including 17 percent black/African‐American and 11.6 percent Hispanic 
(Table 3‐1). The unincorporated North Harlowe community, just east of the Air Station, is a predominately 
black/African‐American community. Other areas with a minority population of 30 to 40 percent are located within 
a 3‐mile and 5‐mile radius of the Base (Figure 3‐2).  

3.1.3 Economic Growth and Development  
MCAS Cherry Point is a major economic engine in the tri‐county area. One Havelock public official interviewed in 
2003 described the relationship between MCAS Cherry Point and the city as “symbiotic – there is no need for 
Havelock without Cherry Point.”  

MCAS Cherry Point significantly contributes to the region’s economic health. Overall, the livelihoods of 
approximately 59,800 individuals are directly or indirectly associated with the Air Station. This includes active 
military, retired military, civilians who work at the Air Station, and the family members of these individuals.  The 
Air Station’s military and civilian workforce alone totaled 15,200 in FY 2010. Military and civilian salaries surpassed 
$755 million, with military retirees contributing another $140 million. The total economic impact of MCAS Cherry 
Point and tenant commands totaled $1.7 billion in FY 2010, including salaries, procurement, construction and 
maintenance contracts, utilities, education and training, health and medical, and revenue opportunities for 
private businesses (such as restaurants) authorized to operate on the  Air Station (source: “FY10 Economic Impact 
MCAS Cherry Point” brochure). 

Although MCAS Cherry Point is the region’s largest single employer, Craven County government, the Craven 
County Medical Center, and private sector companies such as BSH Home Appliances, Wal‐Mart, Moen, and 
Weyerhauser also employ a significant number of area residents. The majority of the commercial sector is 
composed of small businesses. Beach‐ and water‐related tourism is an important part of the local economy, along 
with forestry and farming.  
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3.2 Community Issues and Concerns  
3.2.1 Community Interviews 
In late 1995, during establishment of the RAB (see section 4.2.2), the Air Station conducted interviews with 
15 community leaders and potentially affected residents to ascertain their level of interest in the facility, major 
concerns, and information needs. The results of those interviews were used to develop a Community Relations 

Plan1 in 1996. In 2003, Air Station and EPA representatives interviewed 29 individuals, seven of whom were RAB 
members, to update the 1996 plan as a CIP.  

In 2011, Navy and Air Station representatives interviewed 14 individuals, who (as before) included local residents 
and business owners, government officials, environmental group members, and Air Station employees and 
residents. Surveys were distributed to all RAB members; three RAB members completed surveys. The results of 
the 2011 interviews, including surveys, have been used to update this CIP.  

This section summarizes the information gathered from the 2011 interviews and (where relevant) compares them 
to the results of interviews conducted in 1995 and 2003. A more detailed compilation of the interview results is 
presented in Appendix B.  

3.2.2 Summary of Responses 
3.2.2.1 General Awareness and Interest 
Since the inception of the Community Relations Program in the late 1980s and its subsequent evolution into the 
Community Involvement Program, MCAS Cherry Point’s relationship with the community has been good, as 
reflected in community interviews in 1995, 2003, and 2011.  

Most of the interviewees agreed that the community as a whole knew very little about the environmental 
cleanup, not because MCAS Cherry Point did not communicate this information, but because the public is not 
interested unless the contamination or cleanup directly affects them. One 2011 respondent said that, while 
communication could be improved, the community perception is that the Air Station is doing a better job 
environmentally than 50 years ago. 

In the 2011 interviews and RAB surveys, most respondents (86 percent) stated that community members are 
aware of and concerned about environmental issues in general. Several noted that the level of concern depends 
on whether an issue affects people personally; for example, if they enjoy water‐based recreation or benefit 
financially from water‐based tourism. 

In the 1995, 2003, and 2011 interviews, the community’s consistently greatest environmental concern was about 
surface water contamination.  

3.2.2.2 Environmental Restoration Concerns 
Most of those interviewed in 1995, 2003, and 2011 (except RAB members) had little specific knowledge about 
environmental cleanup actions taken by the Air Station. Throughout the interviews, however, there was a sense of 
respect and confidence in MCAS Cherry Point’s management of the environment.  

Most of the 2011 interviewees (64 percent of non‐RAB members) said they were aware of environmental 
restoration activities on the Air Station, although not in much detail, and most (79 percent) felt that other 
community members probably know a little about the program. One respondent noted that retired military 
residents are likely to be more aware than others are. Most (78 percent) felt that community members are 
somewhat interested and a few (22 percent) felt that they are very interested.  

                                                            
1 The term “Community Relations Plan” was changed to “Community Involvement Plan” in 2002 with publication of EPA’s Superfund Community 
Involvement Handbook. 
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Both 1995 and 2011 interview respondents stressed the importance of a common‐sense approach and cost‐
effectiveness in conducting environmental restoration, reflecting an overall concern about government 
expenditures of taxpayer dollars.  

Air Station employees who were interviewed reported that people are more aware of proper environmental 
practices now than they were 15 to 20 years ago, due to required meetings and training.  

Some (36 percent) of the respondents said they believed they were affected directly or indirectly by the cleanup 
program; two specified that they are benefitted by the cleanup of the environment: “this is my environment.” 
One of these noted that the MCAS Cherry Point cleanup program could be a positive way to show the public that 
things can be cleaned up and that the process can be applied to other issues.  

The 2011 interview respondents reported these concerns about environmental and munitions sites on MCAS 
Cherry Point: 

 Surface water (57 percent)  

 None (29 percent) 

 Groundwater (29 percent) 

 Health issues  (29 percent) 

 Disposal of investigation‐derived waste (14 percent) 

 Risk versus cost:  “money for cleanup needs to be spent wisely” (14 percent) 

 Property values (14 percent) 

 Munitions‐related contaminants  (7 percent) 

 Safe drinking water supply (7 percent) 

 Wildlife (7 percent) 

3.2.2.3 Unrelated Environmental Concerns  
Most of the specific environmental concerns expressed by interview respondents had to do with issues on the Air 
Station that were not directly related to the Environmental Restoration Program, or with issues outside of the Air 
Station: 

 The MCAS Cherry Point Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plan discharges to the river, which is a concern for 
the health of the river. Air Station employees understand that the plant cannot treat everything and are more 
aware of what they put into the drains than they used to be. 

 Whether an explosives safety arc from the active munitions storage area on the Air Station could extend onto 
a nearby road  

 Effects of training at active range BT‐11 on water quality and fishing 

 The old Phoenix landfill (construction debris, not on or related to the Air Station) just outside of Havelock, 
which has become an open dumping site since it was abandoned 10 years ago, is considered a potential threat 
to the safety of Tucker Creek Middle School students (0.5 mile away) and to water quality in Tucker Creek and 
Slocum Creek  

 Municipal wastewater spills into the river 

 Runoff of wastes from large hog and chicken raising operations in the area that could affect the river and be 
the underlying cause of fish kills that are attributed to low dissolved oxygen 

3.2.2.4 Environmental Organizations 
When asked about environmental or citizen/action groups that are especially active in the community, 
respondents mentioned: 

 Neuse River Keeper Foundation  
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 North Carolina Coastal Federation, a citizen/action group that is especially active in the community, with an 
emphasis on coastal restoration and education 

 Craven County Clean Sweep Committee (North Carolina Cooperative Extension for Craven County), which 
works to eliminate littering and promote recycling 

 Sierra Club 

 North Carolina Coastal Land Trust 

 North  Carolina Interfaith Power and Light 

 Cross Roads 

3.2.2.5 Effectiveness of Community Involvement Program  
During the 1995 and 2003 interviews, RAB members and non‐RAB members expressed the opinion that more 
work should be done to increase public awareness of the Environmental Restoration Program at MCAS Cherry 
Point. While most of the 2003 interviewees said that efforts to keep the RAB informed are yielding positive 
results, the Community Involvement Program should focus more on the community at large.  

Only two of the 2011 interview respondents (non‐RAB members) had participated in RAB meetings, and only one 
had participated in public meetings held by MCAS Cherry Point to discuss environmental restoration issues. Less 
than half (36 percent) of the non‐RAB members were aware of the RAB’s existence.  

These results reinforce previous interview findings about the need for other means besides RAB meetings of 
keeping the community informed.   

RAB members expressed appreciation for the way they are being kept informed and the “excellent work being 
conducted by very competent staff.” 

All of those who had attended RAB or public meetings were satisfied with the information presented. Suggestions 
for improving meetings were: 

 Speaking in layman terms and using fewer acronyms 

 Emailing an agenda prior to meetings, with links to background information about the topics that will be 
discussed 

 Inviting local politicians 

Suggestions for increasing awareness of the Environmental Restoration Program included: 

 Send meeting notices and announcements to organizations that could forward them through their mailing 
lists, such as the Town of Havelock, the Chamber of Commerce, and the Neuse River Foundation (via the 
Neuse RiverKeeper). 

 Post notices on community bulletin boards, for example, the Masonic Lodge, Rotary Club, Moose Lodge, Elks 
Club, or local yacht clubs. 

 Announce meetings on marquees at the Air Station and the Tourist Center (meetings are announced on these 
marquees). 

 Use Facebook or other social media to publicize meetings or other announcements (the Air Station, FRC‐East 
and the City of Havelock have Facebook pages).  

 Set up a booth or display at Neuse River Day event, held in New Bern (in June) by the Neuse River Foundation.  

 Provide more newspaper coverage.  

 Provide monthly or weekly updates on Channel 10. 

 Provide notices on public radio, which most of the people active in environmental issues listen to.  
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3.2.2.6 Information Needs and Resources 
Only four of the 2011 interview respondents had visited either the Environmental Restoration Program Web site 
or the public information repository. Three of those found the information useful.  

Suggestions for increasing the use of these resources were:  

 Put a link to the Environmental Restoration Program Web site on MCAS Cherry Point’s official home page. 

 Place a copy of the information repository in the Havelock Town Hall.  

When asked whom they would contact with questions about the Environmental Restoration Program, most of the 
2011 respondents (non‐RAB members) knew they could contact someone in Public Affairs, the Community Plans 
and Liaison Office, or the Environmental Affairs Department.  

Most of those who expressed interest in being informed of meetings and environmental restoration progress 
preferred to receive e‐mails (73 percent), but some saw value in attending meetings (27 percent).  

Topics of interest include:  

 Anything that could affect water quality 

 Progress on cleaning up environmental restoration sites 

 How the program concludes that a site is ready to be closed out 
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SECTION 4 

The Community Involvement Program 
The overall goal of the CIP for MCAS Cherry Point is to promote communication between the Air Station, Navy, 
and community members throughout the life of the Environmental Restoration Program. Through community 
interviews (Section 3.2) and ongoing community involvement activities, MCAS Cherry Point has identified the 
information and methods of communication that community members would prefer. This section provides details 
of the community involvement activities currently ongoing or those that will be conducted for MCAS Cherry Point.  

MCAS Cherry Point encourages public participation in its Environmental Restoration Program. The keystone of the 
Community Involvement Program is the RAB. Environmental Restoration Program staff awareness of community 
interests and concerns has been advanced through the participation of RAB members. 

Specific elements of the MCAS Cherry Point Community Involvement Program are described in this section. These 
elements are organized by two broad categories of community needs: 

 Keeping the community informed 

 Providing opportunities for community involvement 

For each activity, a description, the goal, methods for implementation, and anticipated timing is provided.  

4.1 Keeping the Community Informed 
4.1.1 Designate Point of Contact  
The MCAS Cherry Point Public Affairs Office serves as the point of contact for inquiries from the public and the 
media.  

Public Affairs Office 

Marine Corps Air Station 
PSC Box 8013  
Cherry Point, NC 28533‐0013 

Phone: (252) 466‐4241 
Fax: (252) 466‐5201 
E‐mail: chpt.jpao.omb@usmc.mil 

 

4.1.2 Maintain the Administrative Record File 
Description: The Administrative Record File is a collection of documents used by the MCAS Cherry Point 
Partnering Team in reaching decisions about the NPL site and its cleanup. The contents of this file include 
technical plans and studies, proposed cleanup plans, health and ecological risk evaluations, DDs, significant 
correspondence among government agencies, records of notifications to and participation by the public, and 
responses made by the Navy to public comments. CERCLA requires that an Administrative Record File 
documenting the selection of a response action be established at or near the facility. 

Goal: To provide access to site‐specific information so that the public may make informed comments on the 
selection of environmental restoration actions at MCAS Cherry Point.  

Method: The official MCAS Cherry Point Administrative Record File is maintained by NAVFAC Mid‐Atlantic. An 
electronic copy of the Administrative Record File is maintained on the Environmental Restoration Program Web 
site (http://go.usa.gov/TZO). For those without internet access at home, the Havelock‐Craven County Public 
Library has a computer prioritized for Web access to the Administrative Record File. (See Section 4.1.3 and Table 
4‐1 for details.) 
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Timing: The Administrative Record File was opened as soon as Site Inspections (SIs) began at MCAS Cherry Point, 
and it will remain open until the last ROD has been signed for MCAS Cherry Point. The electronic Administrative 
Record database is continuously updated with copies of new documents.   

NAVFAC contact for questions about the Administrative Record File 

NAVFAC Mid‐Atlantic 
Public Affairs Office 
9742 Maryland Avenue 
Norfolk, VA 23511‐3095  

Phone: 757‐341‐1410  
E‐mail: NAVFACML_PAO@navy.mil   

4.1.3 Maintain the Public Information Repository  
Description: The Information Repository is required to be at a convenient location where community members 
can access the Administrative Record File and can read and print official documents about the status of the 
Environmental Restoration Program at MCAS Cherry Point.  

Goal: To provide community members with convenient access to the Administrative Record File and other site‐
related information. 

Method: As environmental restoration progresses at MCAS Cherry Point, representatives of the Navy and MCAS 
Cherry Point will continue to place relevant information on the public Web site. The Havelock‐Craven County 
Public Library has a computer prioritized for web access to the MCAS Cherry Point Administrative Record File.  

In addition to web access, hard copies of documents are usually placed at the library during public comment 
periods. Table 4‐1 lists the address of the Havelock‐Craven County Library and the MCAS Cherry Point Web site. 

Each public notice published in the newspapers to announce public comment periods includes information on 
how to find the documents issued for public comment. 

Timing: An information repository was established in January 1993 at the Havelock‐Craven County Library in 
Havelock. In 2006, MCAS Cherry Point converted the information repository from paper copies to an electronic 
version, thereby reducing the demand on limited shelf space in the public library.  

TABLE 4-1 
Information Repositories 
MCAS Cherry Point Community Involvement Plan  

Repository  Location  Hours  Contact 

Havelock‐Craven County Public 
Library 

301 Cunningham Blvd. 
Havelock, NC 28532 

Monday‐Wednesday   
10 a.m. to 8 p.m. 
 Thursday‐Friday  
10 a.m. to 6 p.m.  
Saturday 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. 

 (252) 447‐7500 

http://newbern.cpclib.org  

MCAS Cherry Point Web site   http://go.usa.gov/TZO  

   

4.1.4 Provide Information on the Internet  
Description: Internet technology allows information to be made available quickly and to be delivered in a user‐
friendly manner.  

Goal: To provide resources for searching and listing both general and specific information about Superfund and 
hazardous waste issues, thus enabling people to obtain information about the MCAS Cherry Point Environmental 
Restoration Program at their own convenience and without incurring any expenses.  
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Method: The MCAS Cherry Point Environmental Restoration Program Web site (http://go.usa.gov/TZO) provides 
interested members of the public with a concise overview of the history and status of each OU and site, with links 
to the Site Management Plan for additional details, as well as information about the RAB.  

The primary purpose of the Web site is to provide access to the Administrative Record File. Links to individual 
documents that are released for public review are posted on the web page where they can easily be found, so 
that readers do not have to search the Administrative Record for them.   

All public notices and fact sheets and newsletters will include the address of the Environmental Restoration 
Program Web site.  

TABLE 4-2  
Web Sites 
MCAS Cherry Point Community Involvement Plan  

Web Site Contents  Address 

MCAS Cherry Point Environmental Restoration Program  http://go.usa.gov/TZO  

Official MCAS Cherry Point Web site   http://www.marines.mil/unit/mcascherrypoint   

EPA Region 4 summary of MCAS Cherry Point NPL site  http://www.epa.gov/region4/waste/npl/nplnc/cherptnc.htm  

General information about EPA and Superfund  http://www.epa.gov/superfund/ 

General information about NCDENR’s Superfund Section  http://portal.ncdenr.org/web/wm/sf  

   

The NAVFAC Portal hosts public Web sites and electronic Administrative Record files for all Navy and Marine 
Corps bases in the NAVFAC Washington, Mid‐Atlantic, and Atlantic regions, providing a central Web site address 
and consistent format for information about the Environmental Restoration Program. The main Environmental 
Restoration page provides general information about the environmental restoration process, as well as links to 
other Web sites with guidance and policy documents.  

The local community has responded favorably to the Web site in the past. To increase public awareness and 
acceptance of the MCAS Cherry Point Web site, the following measures were recommended by 2003 and 2011 
interview respondents:  

 Publish the Web site address in all public notices and fact sheets  

 Periodically demonstrate the Web site to the RAB, especially when new features are added 

 Put a link to the Environmental Restoration Program Web site on the MCAS Cherry Point home page   

Timing: A Web site for the MCAS Cherry Point IRP was developed in 1998. In 2009, the MCAS Cherry Point 
Environmental Restoration Program Web site migrated to the NAVFAC Portal. The Environmental Restoration 
Program Web site is updated as documents are published. Descriptions of IRP sites and status are updated 
annually, when the Site Management Plan is released.  

4.1.5 Publish Notices in Local Newspapers 
Description: A concise announcement of upcoming public meetings and other events related to the 
Environmental Restoration Program.  

Goal: To notify interested persons about events and activities related to MCAS Cherry Point’s Environmental 
Restoration Program.  

Method: MCAS Cherry Point and the Navy will continue to place paid public notices (as display advertisements) in 
the Windsock, Sun Journal, Havelock News, and (Carteret County) News‐Times. Notices will announce RAB 
meetings, public meetings, and public comment periods for environmental restoration documents such as 
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Proposed Plans for remedial actions, EE/CAs for removal actions, Five‐Year Reviews, and prioritizing and 
sequencing munitions removal sites. Contact information for these newspapers is provided in Appendix C.  

One development since the 2003 CIP is the increased use of electronic access to news media. An increasing 
number of people do not subscribe to print editions, so printed public notices might not reach that segment of 
the community.  

Most newspapers have Web sites that display news stories and web‐only advertisements, but not all 
advertisements from the print edition. (Public notices are not visible unless purchased as online advertisements 
for additional cost.) The Windsock, Sun‐Journal, and News‐Times and have full online editions, which look exactly 
like the print versions of the newspaper, where public meeting notices are visible. The Windsock online edition is 
free, but the others require a paid online subscription. 

As recommended by 2011 interview and survey respondents, MCAS Cherry Point will consider posting meeting 
announcements and links to public meeting notices on the Facebook pages maintained by the Air Station, FRC‐
East, and the City of Havelock.   

Local public access cable television and some local newspapers will accept “Community Calendar” (public service) 
announcements via e‐mail or Web site forms, which provide another economical way to publicize RAB and public 
meetings to the community. Appendix C provides additional information about online resources in the local 
media. 

Timing: Public notices are placed quarterly to advertise RAB meetings, and as needed to advertise public meetings 
and public comment periods on environmental restoration documents. Public notices issued to date are listed in 
Appendix D.  

4.1.6 Maintain a Contact List of Interested Parties 
Description: A list of persons known or anticipated to be interested in Cherry Point’s environmental restoration 
and munitions response activities. 

Goal: To provide information directly to stakeholders about Environmental Restoration Program activities. 

Method: MCAS Cherry Point does not currently maintain a mailing list, but will consider establishing an e‐mail list 
to provide meeting notices and occasional updates to interested persons. The e‐mail list will include persons who 
expressed interest during community interviews or at future public meetings, as well as contacts who can forward 
announcements to other existing mailing lists: City of Havelock (via the City Public Information Coordinator), the 
Chamber of Commerce, and the Neuse River Foundation (via the Neuse RiverKeeper).  

Any interested citizens and groups will be added to the list upon request. Persons on the list will periodically 
receive public notices, newsletters, and other information as appropriate.   

A list of additional key contacts is found in Appendix E. To protect privacy, the names and e‐mail or mailing 
addresses of individuals are not published.  

Timing: As needed. 

4.1.7 Prepare and Distribute Fact Sheets  
Description: Fact sheets and newsletters are concise documents (typically 1 to 4 pages for a fact sheet, more for a 
newsletter) written to summarize information from key documents, such as RIs and Proposed Plans, and to 
update the public about the status of the Environmental Restoration Program. They are written for non‐technical 
audiences and use straightforward graphics to describe technical issues.  

Goal: To provide stakeholders with accurate, easy‐to‐understand information and promote understanding of the 
issues and approaches to MCAS Cherry Point’s environmental investigations and munitions response activities.  
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Method: MCAS Cherry Point will continue to develop and distribute periodic fact sheets focusing on cleanup 
milestones, such as Five‐Year Reviews, at specific environmental or munitions sites.   

In addition to the e‐mail list of interested persons, copies of fact sheets may be distributed at public meetings, 
placed in the library, and provided to environmental and other interested civic groups for distribution to their 
memberships.  

Timing: In 1995, a fact sheet was developed to accompany RAB membership applications, providing information 
on becoming a RAB member and outlining the responsibilities and requirements of a RAB.  

Fact sheets with a brief overview of the IRP and MRP were provided to respondents during the 2003 and 2011 CIP 
community interviews. In February 2008, a fact sheet was developed to summarize the findings of the Five‐Year 
Review of ongoing environmental cleanup actions at OUs 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 13. A similar fact sheet will be 
developed during the next Five‐Year Review process in 2013. 

Appendix D provides examples of fact sheets developed for MCAS Cherry Point’s Environmental Restoration 
Program.  

4.1.8 Establish Media Relations  
Description: Providing local print and broadcast journalists with timely, relevant information about the 
Environmental Restoration Program and public involvement opportunities available to stakeholders. 

Goal: Reach a wide audience of stakeholders with information about the Environmental Restoration Program and 
public involvement opportunities. 

Method: MCAS Cherry Point’s Public Affairs Office works with local and regional newspapers that are read by 
both military personnel and civilian employees and in the community to provide news about Air Station activities.  

These newspapers include The Windsock, which is the facility’s bi‐weekly publication; the Sun Journal, which is the 
primary local newspaper serving the New Bern and Havelock area, the Havelock News, and the News‐Times 
serving Carteret County; as well as the Jacksonville Daily News, the major regional newspaper. A list of these and 
other local media contacts is included in Appendix C. 

At present, public interest and concern about the IRP does not warrant press briefings. Public meetings are 
sparsely attended and have not been covered by the media in recent years.  

The MCAS Cherry Point Public Affairs Office will assess the need for any future press briefings. If a press briefing 
should become necessary, the Public Affairs Office would coordinate the event, with informational content 
provided by the MCAS Cherry Point Environmental Affairs Department, such as the following:  

 History of the facility investigations  

 Issues and concerns  

 Results of the IRP or MRP and actions currently being evaluated  

 Process for public comment and review  

 Point of contact for more information  

 Location of information repository  

 How to access the MCAS Cherry Point Environmental Restoration Program Web site  

Timing: As needed.  
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4.2 Providing Opportunities for Community Involvement 
4.2.1 Community Involvement Plan  
Description: A written plan of action that provides for interaction with the public, elected officials, and 
environmental groups, including obtaining their input at appropriate points during the environmental restoration 
and munitions response process.  

Goal: To provide a foundation for establishing two‐way communication with the public to create an 
understanding of environmental restoration and related actions, to ensure public input into decision‐making 
processes related to affected communities, and to make certain that the Navy and Marine Corps are aware of and 
responsive to public concerns. 

Method: The MCAS Cherry Point CIP is based on interviews with local officials, community groups, interested 
community members, Air Station employees, and family housing residents. A summary of the interview results is 
included in Appendix B. For privacy and confidentiality, the names of people interviewed are not published.  

The CIP will be made available to the public in the information repository at the Havelock‐Craven County Library 
and on the MCAS Cherry Point Environmental Restoration Program Web site (Table 4‐2).  

Timing: A Community Relations Plan was initially prepared for MCAS Cherry Point in 1996. A CIP (new 
terminology) was prepared in August 2005 and was updated in November 2009. This CIP was prepared in 2012 
and will be updated again in approximately 5 years.  

4.2.2 Restoration Advisory Board  
Description: The RAB is an advisory group for the restoration process, with members from the local community, 
the Air Station, the Navy, environmental regulatory agencies, and other interested parties. RAB community 
members reflect the diverse interests within the local community and should live or work in the affected 
community or be directly affected by the Environmental Restoration Program. The RAB is considered a key 
resource in efforts to communicate openly and effectively with the community at large.  

Goal: To serve as a forum for effective communication among community members, the Navy, and regulatory 
agencies to represent the interests of the general public and to serve as a community point of contact for 
questions and concerns about the Environmental Restoration Program.  

Method: MCAS Cherry Point will continue to enlist the support and cooperation of the RAB members by providing 
regular updates and actively seeking the RAB's input on remedial decisions, in accordance with the DoD “RAB 
Rule” at 32 CFR Part 202. The Navy and Marine Corps also will continue to provide updates about munitions 
response activities to the RAB. If the priority or sequencing of the Former Skeet and Trap Range Number 1 
munitions site is changed in annual reviews, a public notice will announce that this munitions site is to be 
discussed at the RAB meeting so that stakeholders can participate, as required by the Protocol. 

The MCAS Cherry Point RAB currently consists of 11 members, seven of which are community members and four 
of which are agency representatives from the Tier I Partnering Team (the Air Station’s Environmental Department, 
NAVFAC Mid‐Atlantic, EPA, and NCDENR). These regulatory agency members are a technical resource for the 
community members of the RAB and receive feedback from RAB community members. The RAB is jointly co‐
chaired by the appointed Air Station representative and an elected community member.  

The RAB’s community membership includes members of environmental and community service organizations, 
people involved in water‐based recreation, a local college professor, a former environmental remediation 
professional, retired military service members and business people, and Craven County’s Environmental Health 
Director. Community members live in Oriental, New Bern, Morehead City, Beaufort, and Havelock. Collectively, 
these RAB members have contributed over 50 years of service to the community. Capsule biographies of the RAB 
members are presented in Appendix F. 
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Based on the 2003 and 2011 community interviews, it appeared that the frequency, time of day, and location of 
the RAB meetings were appropriate. There were no complaints or suggestions for changes in the current RAB 
meeting schedule.  

RAB meetings are usually held at the Havelock Tourist and Event Center and are always open to the public. 

Havelock Tourist and Event Center 
201 Tourist Center Drive 
Havelock, NC 28532 
Phone: (252) 444‐4348 

MCAS Cherry Point will continue to invite the public to attend RAB meetings by paid display advertisements in 
local newspapers, as required by the RAB Rule. The public is encouraged to contact the Public Affairs Office for 
dates of upcoming RAB meetings. 

RAB minutes are available in the Administrative Record File, which is maintained on the public Web site (see 
Section 4.1.2). Minutes are not verbatim records; they are prepared to summarize information and discussions. 
Documents that are shared at RAB meetings are also available for public review in the Administrative Record File. 

Timing: The MCAS Cherry Point RAB meets several times per year, when new information is available or as 
needed to keep members informed about the current progress of the cleanup program. RAB meetings are 
generally held at 7:00 p.m.  

A Technical Review Committee (TRC) was established at MCAS Cherry Point in 1988. In June 1995, the MCAS 
Cherry Point TRC began the transition to a RAB. Six new community members were added to the group and the 
first RAB meeting was held in January 1996. 

In March 2002, EPA, NCDENR, and the Air Station held a RAB Recognition Day event, officially recognizing the 
RAB’s outstanding service to the local community by serving as “the community’s eyes and ears” for 
environmental restoration activities at MCAS Cherry Point. In December 2005, the MCAS Cherry Point RAB 
celebrated a “Decade of Success.” In September 2011, the RAB celebrated a 15‐year anniversary. 

In May 2006, DoD published the “RAB Rule” at 32 CFR Part 202. The regulation provides a framework for 
participation in the environmental restoration process, including: 

 Activities that can be performed by a RAB  

 Establishing a RAB 

 RAB operating procedures 

 Responsibilities of RAB members 

 Steps to adjourn a RAB 

 Steps to dissolve a RAB 

The MCAS Cherry Point RAB’s operating procedures were revised after publication of the RAB Rule.  

MCAS Cherry Point introduced the MRP to the RAB on May 6, 2008. That RAB meeting included training on the 
prioritization process and the initial priority scoring of the Air Station’s munitions sites. The Work Plan for a Site 
Inspection of Skeet and Trap Range Number 1 was presented to the RAB and interested members of the public 
during the July 29, 2008, RAB meeting. 

4.2.3 Provide Technical Assistance for Public Participation  
Description: On February 2, 1998, DoD published a final rule establishing a program called Technical Assistance 
for Public Participation (TAPP) (Federal Register Volume 63, Number 21).  

Goal: Provides a mechanism for RABs to obtain technical assistance to help them better understand and provide 
input into Environmental Restoration Programs.  
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Method: Since the rule was published in 1998, the Navy has trained personnel in the TAPP process and produced 
presentation materials. The RAB may request TAPP presentations or training through their installation co‐chair. 
The RAB can define a proposed TAPP project and prepare a TAPP request. NAVFAC will then prepare a Statement 
of Work and procure a qualified provider of technical assistance. The RAB may be asked to assist by commenting 
on potential providers.  

Examples of TAPP projects include reviewing restoration documents and proposed remedial technologies, 
interpreting environmental health effects, participating in relative risk ranking exercises (which are used to 
prioritize restoration activities at a facility), and certain types of technical training. Funding is provided for up to 
$25,000 per year or 1 percent of the total restoration cost, whichever is less, with a limit of $100,000 total over 
the life of the program at any one facility.  

Timing: To date, the MCAS Cherry Point RAB has not identified a need for technical assistance or any TAPP 
projects. Although the RAB has not expressed interest, the Air Station will continue to monitor the RAB’s 
information needs and provide information about the TAPP to RAB members as warranted. 

4.2.4 Provide Technical Assistance Grant Information 
Description: Administered by EPA, the Technical Assistance Grant (TAG) program is an avenue by which grants are 
made available to any group of individuals who may be affected by a release or threatened release at any facility 
on the NPL. On October 2, 2000, EPA published a final rule to streamline the TAG program by simplifying 
application and management procedures (Federal Register Volume  65, Number 191).  

Goal: To provide resources for community groups to hire technical advisors who can assist them in interpreting 
technical information about the site.  

Method: A TAG may be used to obtain technical assistance in interpreting information about the nature of the 
hazard, the RI/FS/ROD/RD phases and documents, selection and construction of the RA, operations and 
maintenance, or removal action at a facility. EPA has specific guidelines for groups that apply for and administer 
TAG grants, and the value can be up to $50,000 for a single recipient.  

Because MCAS Cherry Point is listed on the NPL, the RAB or another community group is eligible to apply for a 
TAG. After the MCAS Cherry Point RAB was established in 1996, EPA representatives presented information about 
the TAG program to the RAB.  

Timing: To date, no group has applied for a TAG for the MCAS Cherry Point NPL process. 

4.2.5 Provide Comment Periods and Responsiveness Summaries  
Description: Public comment periods lasting a minimum of 30 days are held to solicit public input on major 
decisions in the MCAS Cherry Point Environmental Restoration Program, primarily the selection of removal actions 
or final cleanup remedies. At the conclusion of a public comment period, a Responsiveness Summary is prepared, 
summarizing comments received and the Navy and Marine Corps responses to major comments. 

Goal: Public comment periods provide community members with an opportunity for meaningful involvement in 
the process and provide the Navy and Marine Corps with valuable information for use in making decisions. 
Responsiveness Summaries document how the Navy and Marine Corps has considered those comments during 
the decision‐making process. 

Method: The Navy and Marine Corps provide the public an opportunity to comment on removal actions and 
remedial actions during an announced formal public comment period, as required by CERCLA. MCAS Cherry Point 
will make each EE/CA report or Proposed Plan describing these planned activities available for public review and 
will announce a 30‐day public comment period by publishing a notice in the Sun Journal (New Bern), The Havelock 
News, Windsock (Cherry Point), and The News‐Times (Carteret County). To promote higher visibility, public notices 
will be placed as display advertisements in the main section of each newspaper (not in legal notices or the 
classified section).  
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Timing: Comment periods will be announced as appropriate. A comment period is required in conjunction with 
the announcement of each Proposed Plan and lasts a minimum of 30 days. The public comment period can be 
extended an additional 30 days if requested by the public. Public meetings are held within the public comment 
period (Section 4.2.6).  

The Navy and Marine Corps issue the Responsiveness Summary as part of the ROD that follows a Proposed Plan, 
or the Action Memorandum that follows an EE/CA. The ROD and Action Memorandum are made available for 
public review prior to the start of the cleanup action and placed in the Administrative Record File.  

4.2.6 Hold Public Meetings  
Description: A public meeting is a gathering where Navy and Marine Corps personnel can hear the public's views 
and concerns about an action or proposal and provide the public with updated information on the progress of the 
cleanup process. Public meetings must be held upon request whenever a formal public comment period is 
required under CERCLA regulations. 

Goal: To provide information to the community about environmental restoration activities, provide a forum for 
the community to ask questions, and allow the community to voice any concerns they may have. 

Method: Meetings will be scheduled at times to encourage the greatest possible participation, and will focus on 
soliciting comments from the public. Whenever feasible, public meetings will be combined with regularly 
scheduled RAB meetings.  

MCAS Cherry Point will implement the following procedures for public meetings:  

 Announce public meetings approximately 2 weeks before the meeting date by publishing a notice as a display 
advertisement in the Sun Journal (New Bern), The Havelock News, Windsock (Cherry Point), and The News‐
Times (Carteret County).  

 Register meeting participants, including names, city and state, and affiliation. If attendance is large (which has 
not been the case in recent meetings), arrange for meeting attendees who wish to present comments to do 
so on a “first come, first served” basis.  

 Prepare slides and, when appropriate, visual displays to provide another means of information about the 
issue under discussion.  

 Prepare a verbatim transcript when a meeting is held as part of public comment periods. The transcript will 
become a part of the Administrative Record File, which is available to the public on the Environmental 
Restoration Program Web site.  

 Develop Responsiveness Summaries as a formal response by the Navy to public comments made at public 
meetings or otherwise submitted during public comment periods (see section 4.2.5). Responsiveness 
Summaries are reviewed and approved by the EPA and NCDENR. 

Public meetings are held in Havelock at locations that offer a well‐equipped meeting room, are convenient to 
both MCAS Cherry Point employees and local community residents, and do not require entry to the Air Station 
through security checkpoints. Locations include: 

Havelock Tourist and Event Center 
201 Tourist Center Drive 
Havelock, NC 28532  
Phone: (252) 444‐4348 

City of Havelock Auditorium 
1 Governmental Avenue 
Havelock, NC 28532 
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Havelock High School Auditorium 
101 Webb Boulevard 
Havelock, NC 38532 

Timing: The Air Station will continue to hold public meetings whenever a formal public comment period is 
required; for example, upon completion of Proposed Plans, and whenever an environmental restoration or 
munitions response activity is planned that would be expected to generate public interest or concern.   

Table 4‐3 summarizes the public meetings that have been held to date.  

TABLE 4-3  
Public Meetings to Date  
MCAS Cherry Point Community Involvement Plan 

Date  Topics Discussed 

27 April 2011  Proposed Plan to amend Record of Decision for OU2 Site 10, Hot Spot 2 

20 April 2010  Proposed Plan for OU1 Sites 14, 15, 17, 18, and 40 

21 May 2009  Proposed Plan for OU14 Site 90 

29 July 2008  Munitions Site Inspection of Skeet and Trap Range Number 1 (at RAB meeting) 

6 February 2008  Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis for Sandy Branch Tributary 2 OU1 

9 May 2006  Proposed Plan for OU6 Site 12  

3 November 2005  Proposed Plan for OU5 Sites 1 and 2 

22 March 2005  Proposed Plans for OU4 and OU 13  

3 Feb 2004   Site tour conducted for RAB members and students from North Carolina State and Duke Marine Lab. Sites visited 
included OU1 Site 16, OU3 Site 7, and OU6 Site 12. 

13 Feb 2003   Site tour conducted for students from North Carolina State and Duke Marine Lab. Sites visited included OU1 
NADEP Pump and Treat System, OU1 Site 16 Air Sparging/Soil Vapor Extraction System, OU 2 Site 10 Soil Vapor 
Extraction System, and OU 3 Site 7 Air Sparging System.  

23 Oct 2002  Proposed Remedial Action Plan for OU15  

14 Feb 2002  Site tour conducted for students from North Carolina State and Duke Marine Lab Ecotoxicological and Pollution 
Class. Sites visited included OU1 Industrial Waste Treatments Plant, OU1 Site 16, OU2 Site 10, and OU3 Site 7. 

18 Dec 2001   Site tour conducted for RAB members. Sites visited included OU1 Industrial Waste Treatments Plant, OU1 Site 
16, OU2 Site 10, and OU3 Site 7. 

29 Jul 1997   Proposed Remedial Action Plan for OU2  

22 Aug 1996  Interim Proposed Remedial Action Plan for OU3 , Site 6 and Site 7  

18 June 1996  Interim Proposed Remedial Action Plan for OU1 , NADEP Central Hot Spot Area Groundwater 

13 Apr 1996  Site tour of various OUs 

July 1995  Site 16 Public Meeting 

   

4.3 Timing of Community Involvement Activities  
The community involvement activities associated with potential environmental restoration activities are 
presented in Table 4‐4.  
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The Restoration Advisory Board Rule—Fact Sheet 

Restoration Advisory Board Rule—Fact Sheet

The Department of Defense (DoD) recently published a regulation 
addressing Restoration Advisory Boards (RABs),  71 Federal Register 27610 
(May 12, 2006) with technical corrections at 71 Federal Register 30719 (May 
30, 2006) and 71 Federal Register 42756 (July 28, 2006).  In accordance with 
statutory requirements (10 U.S.C. 2705(d)(2)(A)), the RAB Rule addresses 
the establishment, characteristics, composition, and funding of RABs.  

A RAB is a forum to discuss and exchange information about DoD’s 
environmental restoration program, identify issues of concern, and establish 
a direct line of communication between DoD, communities, and regulators.   

The RAB Rule provides communities or individuals affected by an 
installation’s environmental restoration activities with a framework for 
participating in the environmental restoration process.  The RAB Rule 
discusses:
• Activities that can be performed by a RAB,
• Establishing a RAB,
• RAB operating procedures,
• Responsibilities of RAB members,
• Steps to adjourn a RAB,
• Steps to dissolve a RAB.   

The RAB Rule is written for anyone who is currently, or may be affected by 
environmental restoration activities at an installation:

o Installation Commanders
o Co-Chairs
o Community members
o Family members of military and civilian personnel
o Local and state governments
o Tribes and indigenous people
o Current landowners
o Environmental Protection Agency 

The RAB Rule is available on the Defense Environmental Network and 
Information eXchange (DENIX) at: https://www.denix.osd.mil/denix/
Public/News/OSD/RAB/rabrule.html. 

DoD is currently developing guidance to assist Components to implement 
the rule.  Following this publication the Components will release guidance 
to help RAB communities and installations interpret the rule.  

What is a RAB?

What is the significance 
of the Rule?

Who should read the Rule?

Where is the Rule available?

What guidance will be available 
to RABs?
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.----------------4 
Executive Summary 

.----------------4 
DENIX RAB Rule Web site 

Executive Summary 

The Department of Defense (000) encourages community involvement 
in the environmental restoration process through Restoration Advisory 
Boards (RABs). Since 1994, RABs have been established at over 300 
military installations and properties in the United States and its territories to 
encourage communities and installations to identify and discuss potential 
environmental restoration issues. By facilitating open communication and 
understanding, RABs serve as a forum for discussion among the parties 
involved in the Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP) at 
affected sites and installations. RABs provide a collaborative forum for the 
community, government agencies, tribes, and installation decision makers to 
discuss and identify the most efficient and productive means to restore the 
environment. 

000 developed this handbook as an accompaniment to the RAB Rule, which 
was issued on May 12, 2006 (71 federal Register 27610). The handbook 
is intended to supplement the rule. It is written to be flexible enough to 
guide individual RABs in addressing their own unique concerns and to offer 
suggestions to the communities and members involved in the RAB. 

This handbook follows the structure of the RAB Rule using a question and 
answer format designed to serve as a quick reference manual for major 
topics that may be discussed by RABs and local communities. The RAB 
Handbook is composed of the following nine chapters: 

1. What is aRAB? 
2. How is a RAB established? 
3. Who can participate in aRAB? 
4. What are the roles and responsibilities of RAB partiCipants? 
5. How does a RAB operate? 
6. How does a community or installation know when a RAB has completed 

its work and is no longer needed? 
7. What happens if a RAB becomes ineffective? 
B. Can an adjourned or dissolved RAB be reestablished? 
9. What happens to RABs at installations that are closing or have been 

closed under BRAC? 

Please refer to the RAB Rule for specific requirements of RABs. The rule 
may be found at: https://www.denix.osd.mil/denix/Public/News/OSD/RAB/ 
rabrule.html or at 32 Code of federal Regulations Part 202. 

RAB Rule Handbook 
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What is a Restoration Advisory Board? 

Each military installation is part of a community, and actions the installation undertakes in environmental restoration 
may impact ils neighbors. Environmental restoration on DoD installations requires local community input and 
exchange of information. A RAB provides a forum for this input and exchange at operating and closing installations 
as well as formerly used defense sites (FUDS). Additionally, having a RAB at an operational installation often helps to 
ease the concern that neighbors might feel when an installation is undergoing environmental restoration . 

• ----------------4 
What is aRAB? 

• ----------------4 
What is the purpose 

ofa RAB? 

Chapter One 

A RAB is a stakeholder group that meels on a regular basis to discuss 
environmental restoration at a specific property that is either currently or 
was formerly owned by DoD, but where DoD oversees the environmental 
restoration process . RABs enable people interested in the environmental 
cleanup at a specific installation to exchange information with 
representatives of regulotory agencies, the installation, and the community. 
While the general public can comment on DoD's environmental restoration 
program, RABs offer a focused and interactive opportunity to participate in 
the environmental restoration process. 

In most cases, a RAB addresses cleanup activities at one particular 
installation; however, there is no prohibition on convening a RAB to 
address cleanup activities at multiple installations, especially when the 
same community members are involved. A decision to have a RAB address 
multiple installations should include input from the communities involved as 
well as the installations and regulators . 

A RAB provides the community with the opportunity to become involved 
in the environmental restoration pracess at DoD installations either as a 
RAB member or through attendance at RAB meetings. RABs offer members 
the opportunity to influence cleanup decisions through discussion and to 
provide input to the installation decision makers. Because representatives of 
the environmental agencies overseeing cleanup participate in the RAB, the 
RAB offers members and the public the opportunity to share their questions, 
concerns, and ideas with agencies involved in the cleanup. 

What is a Restoration Advisory Boord? 
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What is a Restoration Advisory Board? 

.----------------4 
Can a RAB's mission 
statement and goals 

be amended? 

• ----------------4 
What issues do RABs 

address? 

• ----------------4 
What if I want to discuss 

other issues? 

• ----------------4 
What activities can 
RABs undertake? 

• ----------------4 
How can I find out about 

aRAB's activities? 

The RAB directory is locoted 
on DENIX ot https:llwww. 
denix.osd.mil/denix/Publicl 
Library/Cleonup/CieanupOfcl 
stakeholder/rabdirectory.html 

Chapter One 

Establishing 0 RAB's mission stotement ond goals should be one of the first 
undertakings of a RAB. A mission statement and goals help to focus the RAB 
and give it direction. Since the RAB members generate the mission statement 
and goals, they have the ability to change them. The process for changing 
the mission statement and gools should be one of the items addressed by 
the operating procedures of the RAB. In all cases, the decision to change 
these items should be joint. If, after consultation, the instollation and 
community co-chairs determine there is 0 valid need to alter the mission and 
goals, then these items may be amended using the process outlined in the 
operating procedures . 

RABs may only address issues associated with environmental restoration 
activities. Funding for RABs is received from the Service's Environmental 
Restoration accounts; therefore, RABs may only discuss environmentol 
restoration topics. If another issue of community interest arises in the course 
of a RAB's discussions, then the RAB installotion co-chair should refer the 
issue to the appropriate offices or individuals at the installation. Limiting the 
RABs to discussions of environmental restorotion helps to ensure that RABs 
remain focused and provides maximum opportunity to discuss issues related 
to environmental restoration activities . 

Individuals hoping to discuss activities other than environmental restoration, 
such as noise or water quality concerns, should contact the RAB installation 
co-chair. The co-chair will identify the point of contact (POC) or office 
responsible for hondling the issues of interest and pass along the names of 
inquirers to the appropriate offices for resolution . 

Examples of activities a RAB moy undertake are: 
• Reviewing and commenting on environmentol restoration documents and 

activities; 
• Providing information to the community; 
• Receiving input from the community; and 
• Obtaining informotion regarding the schedule, type, ond status of 

environmental restoration activities . 
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000 maintains records of RAB activities, 
procedures, ond meeting minutes in an 
information repository (IR). This repository 
is publicly available and can be found in a 
local library or other community location. 
The location of the information repository 
should be based on information provided 
by the community. It should be accessible 
ond convenient for the community. To find 
out where the RAB maintains its IR, contact 
the POC or co-chairs by browsing the RAB 
directory online. 
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What is a Restoration Advisory Board? 

. ----------------~ 
Are RABs required? 

. ----------------~ 
Are RABs decision 
making bodies? 

. ----------------~ 
Is consensus necessary 

for aRAB? 

. ----------------~ 
Must an installation follow 

RAB recommendations? 

Chapter One 

In some cases, RAB activities are documented in meeting minutes posted on 
project web sites on the World Wide Web. The POC or RAB ca-chairs can 
pravide those Web sites to interested parties . 

RABs fulfill a statutory requirement for DoD to establish, whenever possible 
and practical, a committee to review and comment on DoD actions and 
proposed actions regarding environmental restoration. DoD strongly 
encourages RABs at installations where environmental restoration activities 
occur and where there is community interest in establishing a RAB. Technical 
Review Committees (TRCs) satisfy the same statutory requirements as a 
RAB, but RABs are the preferred forum. If the community is not interested 
in establishing a RAB at the installation, then a RAB is not required; 
however, DoD must make the opportunity to establish a RAB available if the 
community becomes interested and must assess community interest every 24 
months while environmental restoration activities are still ongoing . 

RABs provide valuable input to the installation and environmental agencies 
on environmental restorotion decisions, but RABs are not decision making 
bodies . 

No, consensus is not necessary. The Department of Defense is trying to 
make decisions based on input from as many constituencies as possible and 
appreciates advice from individuals . 

The installation decision makers will listen closely to and consider the 
input RAB members provide regarding environmental restoration activities; 
however, the installation is not required to follow RAB recommendations. 
A RAB is a community stakeholder group that meets on a regular basis 
to discuss environmental restoration at a specific property that is either 
currently or was formerly owned by DoD, but where DoD oversees the 
environmental restoration process. RABs enable persons interested in the 
environmental cleanup at a specific installation to exchange information with 
representatives of regulatory agencies, the installation, and the community. 
While the general public can comment on DoD's environmental restoration 
program, RABs offer a focused and interactive opportunity to participate in 
the environmental restoration process. 

What is a Restoration Advisory Boord? 3 
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The Department of Defense defined a process for establishing RABs to ensure consistency and fairness 
among communities and installations. This process defines authority to determine the need to establish 
a RAB, the criteria by which the need for 0 RAB is determined, and the actions necessary to form aRAB. 
A RAB ensures interested individuals and groups from the community have an opportunity to thoughtfully 
participate in the decision making process of environmental restoration activities in a timely manner . 

. ----------------~ 
Who determines the need 

to establish aRAB? 

.----------------~ 

If I live near an 
installation without a 
RAB, how can I help 

establish one? . ----------------~ 
What can I do if I am 

only one of a few 
people interested In 

environmental restoration 
at the installation? 

Chapter Two 

The public plays a vital role in determining whether a RAB should be 
established, as sufficient and sustained community interest is a threshold 
criterion for establishing a RAB. The Installation Commander reviews and 
considers input and sustained interest from the public when evaluating 
whether the criteria for establishing a RAB are met. 

• Correspond with the installation J 
• Respond to public notices 
• Petition for RAB establishment 

When environmental restoration activities at installations where there is 
no RAB are of interest to members of the public, they should contact the 
installation POC or Public Affairs (PA) Office. The Installafion Commander 
will review community interest to establish a RAB at least every 24 months . 

Individuals interested in environmental restoration at the installation 
should contact the installation POC or PA Office to express their interest 
in obtaining more information. Interested persons may also consider 
requesting a copy of the Community Relafions Plan (CRP). Each installation 
is responsible for developing a CRP to outline cleanup actions and ways the 
community can participate. Through this plan, the public and community 
may become active participants in the environmental restoration process. 

Interested individuals may also become involved by asking the installation 
whether a RAB or TRC is currently operating at an installation . If neither exist 
at an installation, an individual may contact the installation and ask about 
opportunities for involvement. 

How is a RAB established? 5 



.----------------~ 

What are the criteria for 
establishing aRAB? 

. ----------------~ 
What if I live in a small 

community and less than 
50 people are interested 
in establishing aRAB? 

. ----------------~ 
Can circumstances 

require reevaluating 
the decision against 
establishing aRAB? 

. ----------------~ 
Will evaluation depend on 
quantity, quality or both? 

. ----------------~ 
How often does the 
installation review 
community interest 

when a determination 
has been made not to 

establish aRAB? 

Chapter Two 

The installation will form a RAB when there is sufficient and sustained 
community interest and one of the following criteria is met: 

• The installation is closing and transferring property to the community; 
• At least 50 local citizens have petitioned for aRAB; 
• Federal, tribal, state, or local government representatives have requested 

a RAB; or 
• The installation has determined the need for aRAB . 

The installation will determine whether any of the criteria for establishing a 
RAB are met by reviewing media files, reviewing correspondence with the 
installation, and consulting with potential stakeholders and government 
officials. 

If an individual lives in a less populated area but sustained interest exists 
to establish a RAB, the community may still petition for the creation of a 
RAB. Those who are interested may contact the installation POC or PA 
Office expressing the desire to establish a RAB and ask about alternative 
opportunities for involvement. They may also contact EPA, the tribe with 
jurisdiction over the property (if any), or the state environmental regulatory 
agency . 

If an event occurs (e.g., a feature on the local news) to suddenly increase 
community interest at an installation where the decision has already 
been made not to establish a RAB, then the Installation Commander will 
determine whether to reevaluate the criteria . The Installation Commander 
will also examine whether the sudden increase in community interest is likely 
to be sustained or temporary . 

Both the number and content of correspondences will be evaluated against 
the establishment criteria. Sustained interest shows commitment from 
the community and is an important factor when deciding if a community 
is prepared to maintain a RAB during an installation's environmental 
restoration activities . 

An Installation Commander is required by the RAB Rule to evaluate criteria 
to establish a RAB at least once every 24 months while environmental 
restoration activities are still ongoing. However, there may be a need 
to review this criteria on a shorter schedule (e.g., if the installation's 
cleanup status significantly changes). The public can submit a petition for 
establishment at any time. Regulatory agencies may also recommend the 
installation review public interest or convene a RAB at any time. 

How is a RAB established? 6 



How is a RAB established? 

.----------------~ 

When establishing a RAB 
how will the base know 
which local community 
members to consult? 

.----------------4 
How will the installation 

contact community 
members for consultation? 

ChapterTwQ 

When an installation is preparing to establish a RAB, it will consult with 
individuals who were interviewed during the development of the CRp, as 
well as others who were identified within the community as interested in 
participating. The installation should also consult with individuals who served 
on the RAB selection panel. Former CRP participants and proposed panel 
members should represent a cross-section of community members and 
organizations. Examples may include: 

The installation will consult with community members through personal 
face-to-face meetings whenever possible. If geogrophic barriers limit 
personal interaction, it may be necessary to conduct consultation through 
electronic mail or phone interviews. An installation may post a notice in a 
local newspaper informing the community of its intent to contact community 
members for consultation purposes. The installation may also benefit from 
contacting the media prior to conducting interviews to give notice to the 
local community. This notice can provide the community with an overview 
of RAB establishment procedures and the goals the installation hopes to 

achieve with its RAB. 

How is a RAB established? 7 



.----------------~ 

What is the timeline 
for establishing a RAB 

- e.g., how long does an 
Installation have to assess 

sufficient and sustained 
community interest, 

as measured from the 
triggering event? 

.----------------. 
How will the 

installation prepare 
for establishing aRAB? 

. ----------------~ 
Who will establish 

the RAB? 
.----------------. 

How does a RAB 
acquire members? 

. ----------------. 
How does a RAB 

solicit members at 
establishment? 

Chapter Two 

There is no timeline for RAB establishment. Typi<;ally, it may take the 
installation four to six weeks to notify the community, approve membership, 
and create operating procedures, but each installation may take a different 
amount of time to complete these steps. 000 recommends an installation 
begin the steps to establish a RAB as soon as possible following the discovery 
that the installation will be conducting cleanups under the environmental 
restoration program. 

(i) Identify the need 

fur~R~A~B.c~ ........ :' ........ ': .. ';:: 

interviews 

Steps to establish aRAB 

To prepare for establishing a RAB, the installation will issue fact sheets, press 
releases, public notices, public service announcements ar newspaper ads to: 

• Educate the community on a RAB's purpose; 
• Inform the community of membership opportunities; and 
• Discuss how the RAB relates to the installation's community 

involvement progrom. 

In addition, the installation will solicit community input, interview affected 
community members, and consult with government agencies in the planning 
phase of the RAB. Regardless of whether or not the installation has aRAB, 
the installation should have a proactive, long term, and comprehensive 
community involvement program in place. The community involvement 
program details the activities the installation intends to undertake with help 
from the community and may also suggest community involvement methods. 
The installation will also sponsor an initial meeting to introduce RAB concepts 
to the community and begin the process of soliciting members . 

Once the evaluation is complete, the Installation Commander is responsible 
for establishing aRAB. 

Once RAB establishment has been announced, the installation begins 
soliciting community members for participation. The installation will provide 
a person to fill the role of the RAB installation co-chair and begin the process 
of convening the selection panel to nominate individuals for membership on 
the RAB. EPA and tribal, state and local governments are also encouraged 
to participate in convening the selection panel as well as nominating 
representatives to the RAB . 

The Installation Commander will consult with the regulatory community and 
key local government officials to form a selection panel to identify community 
leaders and representatives for RAB membership. These potential members 
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How is a RAB established? 

. ----------------~ 
How does a potential 
new member indicate 
interest in belonging 

to a previously 
established RAB? 

.----------------~ 
If I live near an 

installation with a 
RAB, how can I 

become involved? 

. -----------------~ 
What might be appropriate 
circumstances for a RAB to 

solicit new members? 

. ----------------~ 
How will the RAB solicit 

new members? 

. ----------------~ 
How are regulatory 
members selected? 

Chapter Two 

should represent the community based an diverse interests. The selection 
panel will consult the Community Relations Plan, correspondence, and 
media coverage to identify patential members. The panel will also evaluate 
interest forms from the community to determine the level of interest and 
diversity among the candidates. It is recommended that members of the 
selection panel not be selected as RAB members . 

A potential new member to an established RAB may contact the remedial 
project manager (RPM), installation co-chair, PA Office, or other member 
of the RAB to inquire about membership. The RAB should discuss the 
mechanism for adding new members early in the process and outline the 
mechanism in the RAB's operating procedures. 

RAB meetings are open to public participation and RABs welcome 
suggestions, concerns, or questions. If an individual lives and/or works in 
an area affected by the installation he/she may be eligible for membership. 
Individuals should contact the RAB or the installation co-Chair or PA office 
to inquire about the possibility of becoming a member . 

A RAB may need to solicit new members when major changes affect the 
installation or the environmental restoration activities at the installation, 
or when changes in the community result in a new constituency. Examples 
might include the addition of Military Munitions Response Program sites, 
the installation's placement on the National Priorities list (NPL) or a 
base realignment and closure (BRAC) list, new residential or commercial 
development, or the need to replace members who have moved away. In 
these cases, new members may be needed to ensure that diversity on the 
RAB is maintained. DoD should limit its representation to one member, who 
should be the DoD co-chair. Other DoD experts or specialists may attend 
meetings as necessary . 

During an update the RAB will solicit new members in accordance with its 
operating procedures. To maintain RAB diversity, replacement members will 
generally be sought from the same constituency as the former member . 

The regulatory agency with environmental restoration oversight responsibility 
at the installation will provide one representative to participate in the RAB. 
At NPL sites, EPA and tribal, state, and local governments each will have 
one representative. At non-NPL sites, EPA will generally not be represented, 
although representatives may participate if they desire. 

( Non-NPl Sites ) 
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RABs are comprised of individuals from the community who are affected by the installation's environmental 
restoration activities because they live and/or work in close proximity to the installation. Anyone interested 
in restoration activities and willing to dedicate their time may participate in RAB meetings, although they 
may not actually be a RAB member. RABs also include representatives from the installation and regulatory 
agencies that oversee cleanup at the installation . 

. ----------------~ 
How big can a RAB be? 

.----------------~ 

How does the installation 
ensure that diverse 

interests are represented 
and that members fairly 

represent the local 
community? 

Chapter Three 

RAB size is an installation-specific issue and should be determined in the 
operating procedures unique to each RAB. Factors influencing the number of 
members are a reflection of diverse interests, issues affecting the surrounding 
communities, community interests, and population of the surrounding 
community. 

To maintain a constructive dialogue, the Department suggests the RAB be 
no larger than 30 individuals, but not so small that diverse interests are not 
adequately represented. A RAB member may represent more than one group 
or interest. 
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Number of diverse groups 

The selection panel, which is made up of community members with varying 
backgrounds and interests, evaluates the candidates. The selection panel 
seeks out members using methods intended to reach a diverse audience. 
For example, the panel may post newspaper ads, distribute fliers in locations 
throughout the community, and have announcements made on the radio, in 
churches, schools, and community centers. Diversity determination is based 
on a candidate's responses to the evaluation forms, involvement in outside 
community groups and organizations, occupation, interests, and dedication 
to cleanup progress at the installation. The Commanding Officer of the 
installation will make the final judgment on the diversity of the candidates. 
He or she may reject the entire slate recommended by the selection panel 
based on the lack of diversity, but cannot reject individuals. 
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Who can participate in aRAB? 

.----------------. 
How are community 

Interest forms distributed 
to the community? 

. ----------------~ 
Can I provide input into 
the selection criteria of 
new members if I am 

already a RAB member? 

. ----------------~ 
Do I need to have 

environmental restoration 
experience to serve as a 
co-chair or community 

RAB member? 

Chapter Three 

RAB interest forms moy be onnounced ond distributed through several 
methods to ensure as many people as possible in the community are 
provided with the opportunity to respond. Installations can publish the 
forms in local newspapers and community newsletters; post them on the 
installation Web site, provide copies at local libraries and recreation centers; 
Provide copies to local schools for children to toke home to parents; make 
announcements at city hall meetings and during church services; or provide 
on information phone line at the installation . 

RAB members may provide input into the selection criteria of new RAB 
members to replace members who are leaving. This process is defined in 
the RAB's operating procedures. Each RAB's unique operating procedures 
should specify the nomination and selection process for replacement 
members. 

The selection panel generally exists only once- during the creation of a new 
RAB or in some cases when on adjourned or dissolved RAB is reinstated. 
In these cases, former RAB members will generally not be involved in the 
creation of the new RAB . 

No. Environmental restoration experience may be beneficial, but is not 
required of either community co-choirs or community RAB members. 
Training is provided to RAB members to help explain environmental 
restoration processes and site-specific issues. A potential co-choir or 
member's interest in the community and environment, and commitment to 
dedicate time to the process are important factors. The selection panel will 
place greater emphasis on the diversity on individual would bring to the 
RAB, and the individual's expressed commitment toward achieving the RAB's 
goals, than to experience. 
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What are the roles and responsibilities of 
RAB participants? 

The following chapter outlines the roles and responsibilities of each RAB participant. 

RAB Participant 

.----------------~ 

Installation Commander 

. ----------------. 
Installation co-chair 

. ----------------. 
Community co-chair 

Chapter Four 

Roles and Responsibilities 

o Establish a RAB when appropriate and periodically reevaluate community 
interest. 

o Approve RAB operating procedures, based on recommendation of 
co-chairs. 

o Periodically monitor RAB meetings. 
o Arbitrate disputes, if necessary. 
o Determine when and if the RAB should be adjourned, dissolved, or 

reestablished . 

o Coordinate with the community co-chair to prepare and distribute 
agendas for meetings. 

o Ensure that DoD participates in an open, honest, constructive manner. 
o Discuss environmental matters in a manner that will ensure that lay 

members of the RAB can understand. 
o Attend all RAB meetings. 
o Ensure RAB members have the opportunity to provide input. 
o Ensure community issues and concerns related to restoration are 

addressed when raised. 
o Ensure documents distributed to the RAB are written in layman's terms 

when possible. 
o Ensure documents distributed to the RAB are made available to the 

general public. 
o Ensure an accurate list of interested parties is developed and maintained. 
o Provide relevant policies and guidance documents to the RAB. 
o Ensure that adequate administrative support is provided to the RAB. 
o Refer issues not related to restoration to the appropriate officials. 
o Report back to the commanding officer of the installation. 
o Ensure that RAB members receive necessary training . 

o Coordinate with installation co-chair and community members to 
prepare agendas. 

o Ensure that all RAB community members have the opportunity to 
participate in an open, honest, and constructive manner. 

o Ensure that community issues and concerns related to restoration 
are raised. 

o Coordinate with installation co-chair to ensure that periodic training 
assessments are conducted and training needs are met. 

o Assist with dissemination of information to the general public. 
o Report back to the community, and coordinate with other RAB members to 

ensure that they are adequately representing segments of the community 
at RAB meetings. 

o Serve without compensation on the RAB. 
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What are the roles and responsibilities of 
RAB participants? 

RAB Participant 

.----------------~ 

Community members 

. ----------------~ 
Local and State 

government members 

. ----------------~ 
Tribal government 

members 

. ----------------~ 
EPA member 

• ----------------4 
Public 

Chapter Four 

Roles and Responsibilities 

• Attend meetings. 
• Provide individual input in on open, honest, and constructive monner. 
• Represent and communicate community concerns to the RAB. 
• Act os a conduit for exchange of information. 
• Review, evaluate and comment on documents and other materials related 

to restoration. 
• Represent and communicate RAB issues to the community. 
• Serve without compensation on the RAB . 

• Attend meetings. 
• Serve as a referral and resource on restoration. 
• Review documents and other materials related to restoration. 
• Ensure that state and local environmental standards and regulations are 

identified and addressed by the installation. 
• Facilitate flexible and innovative resolutions of environmental issues 

and concerns. 
• Assist in education and training for RAB members . 

• Attend meetings. 
• Serve as a referral and resource on restoration. 
• Review documents and other materials related to restoration. 
• Ensure that tribal environmental standards and regulations are identified 

and addressed by the installation. 
• Facilitate flexible and innovative resolutions of environmental issues 

and concerns. 
• Educate RAB members regarding tribal sovereignty, tribal laws and their 

application to the property. 
• PartiCipate in the RAB without replacing the government-to-government 

relationship with the Federal government. 
• Assist in education and training for RAB members . 

• Attend meetings. 
• Serve as a referral and resource on restoration. 
• Review documents and other materials related to restoration. 
• Facilitate flexible and innovative resolutions of environmental issues 

and concerns. 
• Ensure that federal environmental standards and regulations are identified 

and addressed by the installation. 
• Assist in education and training for RAB members . 

• PartiCipate in community RAB meetings. 
• Observe rules and operating procedures when participating at RAB 

meetings or interacting with RAB members. 
• Ask questions to ensure understanding of RAB activities and impact on 

the community. 
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What are the roles and responsibilities of 
RAB participants? 

.----------------~ 

How will the RAB handle 
a co-chair or other RAB 

member who is not 
committed to the RAB's 
goals and objectives, 

or is not meeting their 
responsibilities? 

• ----------------4 
How can a RAB resolve 
disputes if an impasse 

cannot be broken within 
the operating procedures? 

Chapter Four 

Each RAB's operating procedures should provide guidelines for how to 
handle situations that hinder open participation and communication. 
The RAB's objective is to create a forum for discussion that facilitates 
completing environmental restoration activities at an installation in an 
open and cooperative environment. In cases where communication 
becomes tangled and members doubt the sincerity of one another, the best 
solution is to discuss these concerns within the RAB, in accordance with the 
operating procedures . 

An independent facilitator may be brought to the RAB to explore disputes 
within the group. A meeting facilitator can be a useful tool to help RAB 
members focus on their goals for the installation. 
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Each RAB develops its own unique set of operating procedures based on the needs of the RAB and the 

installation. However, the RAB Rule does provide certain requirements. These requirements include, but 

are not limited to, developing a mission statement, providing training to members, and updating RAB 
information in the administrative record . 

. ----------------~ 
What is a RAB's mission 

statement? 

• ----------------4 
Why should a RAB 
develop operating 

procedures? 

• ----------------4 
Is there a standard 

outline for developing 
operating procedures? 

• -----------------4 
When should a RAB develop 

operating procedures? 

• ----------------4 
How often should a 

RAB meet? 

• ----------------4 
How does my RAB receive 

funding to operate? 

Chapter Five 

A RAB's mission statement details the RAB's gaols and describes its purpose. 
It also provides a focus for environmental restoration discussions to help the 
RAB stay on track during meetings . 

RABs are encouraged to develop operating procedures to guide the RAB 
members during operation and make the RAB an effective and functioning 
advisory board. Operating procedures establish rules and guidelines for 
issues the RAB may address relating to goals and objectives, membership, 
participation, restoration, training, roles and responsibilities, and reporting 
requirements . 

The RAB Rule outlines standard operating procedures that could apply to 
all RABs regardless of geographic location or environmental restoration 
activities. Individual RABs are encouraged to develop their own unique and 
installation-specific operating procedures . 

A RAB should develop operating procedures as soon as it is officially 
formed. Official formation is complete when co-chairs and members have 
been selected from the community and appropriate government agencies . 

A RAB should meet as often as necessary. RAB members should decide on a 
schedule when they establish the RAB's operating procedures, and then add 
or delete meetings from the schedule as necessary. There are times when a 
flurry of activity occurs in planning or conducting environmental restoration 
and RABs may want to meet more often to review and provide input on 
relevant documents and ensure that they stay abreast of the activities. There 
are other times when the RAB may determine that infrequent meetings are 
adequate . 

Installations use their Environmental Restoration (ER) accounts to support 
RAB activities. The RAB itself will not receive funding for its activities. 

I 

Meeting announcements, facilities, 
and facilitators 

Mailing list maintenance and 
distribution 

materials 

How does a RAB operate? 

for volunteer time 

at 

RAB member business cards 

Computers, offices and other 
office/business materials 

Member stationa 
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.----------------~ 

Are Web sites eligible 
administrative expenses? 

. ---------------- ~ 

How often can my RAB 
receive training? 

• ----------------4 
What are examples of 
training my RAB could 

receive? 

.----------------~ 

Is there a training 
budget? 

. ----------------~ 
What are the purposes of 

TAGs and TAPP? 

. ----------------. 
Are TAGs and TAPP 

available to all RABs? 

Chapter Five 

RABs may include information on an installation- or Service-sponsored 
Web site, but may not claim Web sites or their maintenance as eligible 
administrative expenses . 

RABs and community members can receive training whenever necessary. 
Installations should provide training during RAB orientation to provide 
information on what is expected of a RAB and to assist RAB members in 
gaining an understanding of installation-specific environmental and health 
issues. Other training should be tailored to site-specific issues and provided 
as necessary . 

RABs may receive training specific to environmental restoration activities at 
the installation. 

Prioritization 

There is no dedicated funding source specific to RAB training. Any training 
that RABs receive from the installation is based on the availability of funds 
received from the Service's ER account. RABs seeking additional support 
could potentially qualify for a Technical Assistance Grant (TAG) or Technical 
Assistance for Public Participation (TAPP) or technical advice from EPA's 
Technical Outreach Services for Communities . 

TAGs and TAPP are two separate programs that can provide communities 
with independent technical assistance to interpret scientific or engineering 

issues related to an installation's environmental restoration . 

TAGs are provided by the EPA and are only available at NPL sites. TAPP 
is provided by DoD and may be available to community members of the 
RAB at installations participating in the DERP. TAPP must be requested by a 
majority of community members of the RAB. 
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How does a RAB operate? 

.----------------~ 

How do RABs receive 
TAGs and TAPP? 

Visit the EPA Web site for more 
information on TAGs at 
http://www.epa .gov/superfund/ 
tools/tag/ 

DoD's TAPP information is 
available on the DENIX Web site 
at https://www.denix.osd.mil/ 
denix/Public/Library/Cleanup/ 
CleanupOfc/Documents/RAB/ 
tapp _brochure. html 

.----------------4 
Are there funding 

ceilings on TAG and 
TAPP monies? 

Chapter Five 

A RAB must follow an application process to apply for either a TAG or TAPP 
before either one can be obtained. 

Before applying for a TAG, a group must first confirm its eligibility to receive 
funding from EPA. The following table highlights the groups who are eligible 
and not eligible to receive TAGs. If a group is eligible they must submit a 
letter of intent to EPA. 

near an NPL site 

Groups affected by a release or 
threatened release of contaminants 

Groups whose economic well
being, health, or enjoyment of the 
environment are threatened 

All groups must be non-profit or 
worki toward status 

Academic Institutions 

City or county governments 

Groups established or supported 
the 

Each group of TAG applicants must acknowledge dedication of time, 
resources, and management of its future TAG. Additionally, groups applying 
for TAGs must justify how the funds will be used once the TAG is awarded 
and establish an accounting system for reporting costs to EPA. 

TAPP applicants should notify the installation of their intent to apply for TAPP. 
The RAB community members must demonstrate that the technical expertise 
gained through TAPP is not available through another government agency 
and that it will benefit the community's understanding of environmental 
restoration activities. The RAB must agree and certify by majority to apply for 
TAPP before the application can be considered. Once the request has been 
formally submitted to the Installation Commander, the TAPP project must 
be reviewed t~ ensure it meets eligibility requirements. The following table 

highlights eligible and non-eligible TAPP activities. 

.. I,·, '.- • 

:>: EI)gi:bl~A~ti~iti~sfo~ TAPP ... .1.----- _ . '." .. 

Interpreting technical documents . - ... -

Participating in relative risk site 
evaluations 

health risks 

:: NO'n-Eligible 'Activities :;:-'-.. 
.... ... ~ for .TAPP '-" -,', , , " 

Lawsuits or other -.. . 
Political activities or I 

Collecting new data samples 

Yes, there are funding ceilings on TAG and TAPP monies. Each RAB is 
eligible for funding up to $100,000 or 1 % of estimated restoration costs 
with a maximum of $25,000 allowed per year. EPA should be contacted for 
more specific information regarding TAGs. 
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.----------------~ 

Why do RABs keep 
records of their activities? 

• ----------------4 
What is the diHerence 

between the 
administrative record 

and the 
information repository? 

. ----------------~ 
How often are the AR 

and IR updated? 
• ----------------4 
Who updates and reviews 

the AR and IR? 

Chapter Five 

RABs keep records of their activities for historical purposes and to keep 
the community informed of their progress at the installation. Each year, the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense reports to Congress activities performed 
by RABs, advice they have provided, how much each RAB received for TAPp, 
and funds used by RABs for administrative support, which are all recorded in 
the administrative record and the information repository . 

The administrative record (AR) is the official record of documents that form 
the basis for selecting a response action required under the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and liability Act (CERClA). 

The information repository (IR) is the public record maintained by the 
installation that includes information beyond what is included in the AR. 
Members of the public may contribute comments, newspaper articles, or 
other items. 

The IR and a copy (or copies) of the AR are generally made available at 
publicly accessible locations, such as libraries. 

Official CERCLA 
record maintained 

by the Services 

Public record 
maintained by 
the installation 

information for 

decision makers . 

The AR and IR are updated with relevant information as such information 
becomes available . 

The AR is reviewed and maintained by the Component responsible for 
environmental restoration. Frequently the RPM is responsible for the AR. 
The IR is also maintained by the Component responsible official. 
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• 
• 

A RAB's work is complete when there are no longer any environmental restoration activities at an installation 

because the installation has either reached a remedy in place or response complete, or when the community 

is no longer sufficiently interested. At that time the RAB should complete the documentation of its activities 

and begin the process of adjournment. 

.----------------~ 

What is an example that 
may lead a RAB to adjourn? 

• ----------------4 
How long can a RAB 

be adjourned? 

.----------------~ 

Does a RAB have to 
adjourn when land is 

transferred to a 
non-DoD entity? 

• ----------------4 
Can a RAB continue 

operating after 
environmental 

restoration activities 
are ·complete? 

• ~---------------4 
What do community and 

Insta"ation members 
do if a RAB has to be 

adjourned because there is 
no sustained Interest, but 
environmental restoration 

activities are ongoing? 

• ----------------4 
Does a RAB have to be 
formally adjourned? 

Chapter Six 

1 An example of a situation that may lead a RAB to adjourn may include, but 
is not limited to, the completion of environmental restoration activities at the 
installation . 

A RAB is considered permanently adjourned unless new conditions are 
discovered, which could lead a RAB to reestablish itself. Examples of 
these conditions are a change in the environmental restoration 
remedy or renewed community interest. For more information on 
reestablishment, please see Chapter 8: Can on adjourned or dissolved RAB 
be reestablished? 

If DoD relinquishes control of the cleanup and property, such as through 
property transfer to a non-DoD entity, then DoD will also relinquish 
support of the RAB. If the community wishes to continue its involvement, 
on independent group may be formed to continue the functions of the RAB 
or the community may work with EPA or the state environmental regulatory 
agency to establish a group equivalent to a RAB. DoD will not provide 
representatives to serve on these groups, nor the resources to support them 
when the Deportment is no longer involved in environmental restoration at 
the installation . 

Under certain circumstances, it may be appropriate for a RAB to continue 
operating alter environmental restoration activities are complete at an 
installation. For example, the RAB may meet to review the outcome of a 
CERCLA five-year review, or meet to discuss long-term management of land 
use controls implemented in connection with the environmental restoration 
activities at the installation . 

Persons interested in ongoing environmental restoration activities should 
contact the installation POC to express their interest and seek information 
on any other community involvement programs available at the installation. 
Continued stakeholder feedback is important to the progress of restoration 
activities at installations, especially when they are ongoing. Following the 
decision to adjourn, the Installation Commander will also continue to 
evaluate community interest at least every 24 months while environmental 
restoration activities are still ongoing . 

No. A RAB may stop meeting without any formal adjournment if a 
community loses interest. However, the Deportment recommends that the 
RAB formally adjourn to provide community members an opportunity to 
participate in the decision to adjourn. Formally adjourning a RAB provides 
all parties with a sense of closure. 

Haw does 0 community or installation know when a RAB has 
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How does a community or installation know when a RAB has 
completed its work and is no longer needed? 

.----------------~ 

RAB adjournment table , .. . . . . 
• Record of Decision is signed for 

all sites, 
• Response complete at all sites, 
• All remedies in place, 

Adjourn a RAB if ... • Achieved RAB goals 
• Land transferred to a non-DoD 

entity, or 
• No longer sufficient and sustained 

community interest. 

Consults with, and considers all 
comments provided by: 

And the Installation • Community, 

Commander ... • EPA, 
• States, 
• Tribes, and 
• RAB members. 

Then the Installation 
Adjourn the RAB. Commander may ... 

• Notify RAB members and the 
public of the decision through 
writing and publication in a local 
newspaper. 

And the Installation • Describe other ongoing public 
Commander shall ... involvement opportunities. 

• Document the rationale for 
adjournment in a memorandum 
for inclusion in the administrative 
record. 

Chapter Six How does a community or installation know when a RAB 
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What happens if a RAB becomes ineffective? 

A RAB can stop its activities in one of two ways--either by adjourning or dissolving. Dissolution is 
appropriate when the RAB has become ineffective and is no longer fulfilling the intended purposes 
of advising and providing community input to the installation and decision makers on environmental 
restoration projects . 

. ----------------~ 
What could lead a RAB 

to dissolve? 

. ----------------~ 
Is dissolution permanent? 

. ----------------~ 
What does the community 

and Installation do 
if a RAB is dissolved, 
but environmental 

restoration activities 
are ongoing? 

.----------------~ 

Can a RAB receive conflict 
resolution support before 

deciding to dissolve? 

. ----------------. 

RABs dissolve when members are no longer able to offer input 
becouse the RAB has developed irreconcilable issues and cannot 
provide input in a constructive manner as intended. Dissolution may 
be necessary if RAB meetings are spent discussing unrelated issues 
or if members are unable to collectively discuss the environmental 
restoration activities affecting the installation and community . 

Dissolution of a RAB may be, but is not necessarily, permanent. 
A RAB may be reestablished if community interest increases or 
if environmental restoration activities are ongoing or reoccur. If 
a RAB was dissolved because of irreconcilable issues, it may be 
reestablished if the cause for dissolution has been resolved . 

Persons interested in ongoing environmentol restorotion activities should 
contoct the instollation POC to express their interest and seek informotion 
on other community involvement progroms available ot the installotion. 
Continued stakeholder feedback is important to the restoration progress 
at installations, especially when restoration activities are ongoing. The 
Installation Commander will continue to evaluate community interest at 
least every 24 months following a RAB's dissolution. If the community 
interest in a RAB is reignited and sustainable, it is possible for a RAB to be 
reestoblished . (See Chapter B for more details on reestablishing aRAB.) 

Yes. Dissolution should be a last resort to resolve a RAB's ineffectiveness. 
The Installation Commander should explore means to resolve the 
conflict such as by hiring a professional facilitator or mediator, directly 
addressing membership issues, or involving the installation's PA Officer . 

Is professional conflict 
resolution available 
and funded by DoD? 

Yes. An installation may provide a professional facilitator to facilitate its RAB. 
Facilitators are paid with environmental restoration funding. 
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.---------------- 4 
RAB dissolution table t Ali r;;~ay::-:- .~.-.-~.~-=--~ __ ---====:= 

Dissolve a RAB if ... 
RAB no longer fulfills purpose and 
responsibility. 

• Notifies co-chairs, Deputy 
Assistant Secretary (DAS), and 
ODUSD(I&E) in writing. 

• Provides 30 day public comment 
period for RAB members and the 
public. 

• Consults with: 
And the Installation • Community, 
Commander •.. • EPA, 

• States, 
• Tribes, and 
• RAB members. 

• Reviews comments, 
• Provides supporting documents 

and recommends dissolution to 
the DAS. 

Notifies ODUSD(I&E) of the 

And the DAS ••• 
decision and rationale to 
approve or disapprove the 
dissolution request. 

Then the DAS may ... Dissolve the RAB. 

Chapter Seven What happens if a RAB becomes ineffective? 24 



RABs may be reestablished if they have been adjourned or dissolved. Reestablishment reflects community 

interest in an installation's environmental restoration activities and provides continued interaction belween 
DoD and communities . 

. ----------------~ 
Can inactivity lead a RAB 

to never be reestablished? 

. ----------------~ 
How is membership 

determined when a RAB 
is reestablished? 

. ----------------~ 
How are operating 
procedures aRected 
when an adjourned 
or dissolved RAB is 

reestablished? 

Chapter Eight 

No. It is olwoys possible for on adjourned or dissolved RAB to be 
reestablished no matter how long it remained inactive. As long as there 
is sustained community interest and 000 continues to have control of the 
cleanup and/or property a RAB may always be reestablished . 

The length of time the RAB has been adjourned or dissolved may affect how 
membership terms will be decided at reestablishment. 

If a RAB is being reestablished following a short-term hiatus, the installation, 
community, and RAB may benefit from contacting former members and 
gauging their interest in resuming their positions with the RAB. 

If there are members who choose not to return to the RAB following a 
short- or long-term break, or if the Installation Commander is no longer 
able to identify or contact former co-chairs and members, then the 
Installation Commander should follow the operating procedures and RAB 
Rule to establish new members and/or co-chairs. This process will follow 
membership procedures as if a new RAB were being established . 

If a RAB is being reestablished following a short-term adjournment and 
the former RAB members will resume their positions, then the RAB should 
consider keeping their prior operating procedures. This will allow the RAB 
to resume responsibilities in the same capacity as when the RAB adjourned. 
If former RAB members are not interested in resuming their positions and 
new members are recruited into the RAB, then the new RAB members should 
develop new operating procedures. 

If a RAB is being reestablished following a long-term adjournment with either 
new or former members, the RAB may want to consider if it is necessary to 
establish new operating procedures based on the length of time the RAB was 
adjourned. 

If a RAB is reestablished following either a short- or long-term dissolution, 
it may be necessary for the RAB to develop new operating procedures 
once membership is determined. The RAB may want to consider inserting 
language into the operating procedures that will help prevent the issues that 
caused dissolution to occur within the original RAB. 

The following flow chart provides a summary of these determinations: 

Can an adiourned or dissolved RAB be reestablished? 25 



Can an adjourned or dissolved RAB be reestablished? 

. ----------------~ 
Should a RAB be 

reestablished if dissolution 
conditions still exist? 

. ----------------~ 

How will the community 
know if there are 

activities that may 
require reestablishment 

at a formerly dissolved or 
adjourned RAB? 

Chapter Eight 

Is the RAB being reestablished following a ... 

short-term hiatus? 

~,_S ___ _ 

The RAB is being reestablished 
following a long-term hiatus. 

Are the former RAB members resuming their positions? 

The RAB should 
consider keeping 
their operating 
procedures . 

I 

No, a RAB should not be reestablished if the dissolution conditions still exist. 
Reestablishing a dissolved RAB requires approval from the Component's 
Environmental DAS. (Please refer to Chapter 7 for conflict resolution support 
and availability.) 

The community should be informed of new activities or requirements through 
the community relations process. In addition, the Installation Commander 
will continue to evaluate community interest at least every 24 months 
following the decision to dissolve or adjourn a RAB. The installation will also 
provide status reports through mailings or local information repositories on 
issues that may interest the community and prompt reestablishment. 

Can an adiourned or dissolved RAB be reestablished? 26 



An installation may be closed or slated far closure under BRAe. When chosen for closure, 000 generally 
will transfer ownership of the installatian to another person or entity at some point in the future. Because 
RABs are funded and supported by 000, the transfer of the installation to a non-DoD entity will affect the 
continued existence and operation of the RAB . 

. ----------------~ 
Will the RAB on a 

closing Installation 
continue to operate? 

. ----------------~ 
Can the RAB on a closed 
Installation continue to 

operate if DoD transfers 
the installation to a 

new owner under early 
transfer and continues to 

condud the cleanup? 

Chopter N ine 

If a RAB exists at an installation that is closing under BRAC, DaD may 
continue to operate the RAB as long as DaD maintains ownership of the 
property and continues managing cleanup activities . Once the installation 
is transferred out of DoD control and DoD is no longer responsible for 
cleanup activities, DoD will relinquish its role in the RAB. DoD will work with 
the new owner, EPA, the tribe with jurisdiction over the property (if any), and 
the state environmental regulatory agency to encourage the availability of 
opportunities for members of the community if the community desires to 
continue to participate in the process . 

If DoD transfers the property but continues to manage the cleanup, DoD will 
continue to support the RAB. Community members should contact the new 
owner, EPA, the tribe with jurisdiction over the property (if any), and the state 
environmental regulatory agency for opportunities to provide input. 

Is 000 maintaining ownership? 

What happens to RABs at installations that are closi ng or have been 27 
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What happens to RABs at installations that are closing 
or have been closed under BRAe? 

.----------------~ 

How can I provide 
Input on environmental 

restoration activities after 
DoD has transferred 

ownership and cleanup 
responsibility? 

. ----------------~ 
Can I form a group to 

provide input if DoD is no 
longer involved? 

. ----------------~ 
Can I reestablish a RAB 
on a closed installation? 

. ----------------~ 
Can RABs be 

reestablished at 
installations that have 
been transferred out of 

DoD control? 

Chapter Nine 

Once 000 hos tronsferred ownership and environmental restoration 
responsibility of the installation, community members who are interested in 
any ongoing environmental restoration activities at the former installation 
should contact the installation's new owner, EPA, the tribe with jurisdiction 
over the property (if any), and the state environmental regulatory agency to 
find out about opportunities to provide input and participate in the cleanup 
process. For example, the new owner may agree to meet with community 
members on a regular basis for their input or the EPA, tribe with jurisdiction 
over the property (if any), or the state environmental regulatory agency may 
decide to continue a forum similar to the RAB . 

The Department will neither sanction nor support community groups 
interested in providing input for environmental restoration activities once it 
has withdrawn from active involvement at an installation. However, there 
may be other venues that interested community members can use . 

A RAB that has adjourned or dissolved may not be reestablished at a closed 
installation if it is no longer owned by or being actively cleaned up by 000. 
However, if the installation is closing and 000 still owns the property and 
is carrying out environmental restoration activities at the installation, then a 
RAB may be reestablished. 

See Chapter 8: Can an ad;ourned or dissolved RAB be reestablished? for 
membership and operating procedure questions regarding reestablishment 
of aRAB . 

A RAB may be reestablished at installations that have been transferred out of 
000 control only if 000 reacquires the installation or continues to perform 
day-to-day environmental restoration response activities. 

What happens to RABs at installations that are closing or have been 28 
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21 CFR Chapter I 

PART 1271—HUMAN CELLS, TISSUES, 
AND CELLULAR AND TISSUE-BASED 
PRODUCTS 

� 1. The authority citation for 21 CFR 
part 1271 continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 216, 243, 263a, 264, 
271. 

� 2. Section 1271.3 is amended by 
adding paragraph (d)(8) to read as 
follows: 

§ 1271.3 How does FDA define important 
terms in this part? 

* * * * * 
(d) * * * 
(8) Blood vessels recovered with an 

organ, as defined in 42 CFR 121.2, that 
are intended for use in organ 
transplantation and labeled ‘‘For use in 
organ transplantation only.’’ 
* * * * * 

42 CFR Chapter I 

PART 121—ORGAN PROCUREMENT 
AND TRANSPLANTATION NETWORK 

� 3. The authority citation for 42 CFR 
part 121 continues to read as follows: 

Authority: Sections 215, 371–376 of the 
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 216, 
273–274d); and sections 1102, 1106, 1138, 
and 1871 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1302, 1306, 1320b–8 and 1395hh). 

� 4. Section 121.2 is amended by adding 
a sentence at the end of the definition 
of ‘‘Organ’’ to read as follows:: 

§ 121.2 Definitions. 

* * * * * 
Organ * * * Blood vessels recovered 

from an organ donor during the recovery 
of such organ(s) are considered part of 
an organ with which they are procured 
for purposes of this part if the vessels 
are intended for use in organ 
transplantation and labeled ‘‘For use in 
organ transplantation only.’’ 
* * * * * 
� 5. Section 121.7 is amended by 
redesignating paragraph (e) as paragraph 
(f) and by adding paragraph (e) to read 
as follows: 

§ 121.7 Identification of organ recipient. 

* * * * * 
(e) Blood vessels considered part of an 

organ. A blood vessel that is considered 
part of an organ under this part shall be 
subject to the allocation requirements 
and policies pertaining to the organ 
with which the blood vessel is procured 
until and unless the transplant center 
receiving the organ determines that the 
blood vessel is not needed for the 
transplantation of that organ. 

Dated: April 10, 2006. 
Elizabeth M. Duke, 
Administrator, Health Resources and Services 
Administration. 

Dated: February 8, 2006. 
Jeffrey Shuren, 
Assistant Commissioner for Policy, Food and 
Drug Administration. 
[FR Doc. 06–4369 Filed 5–11–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4160–01–S 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Office of the Secretary 

32 CFR Part 202 

[DoD–2006–OS–0077; 0790–AG31] 

Department of Defense Restoration 
Advisory Boards 

AGENCY: Department of Defense. 
ACTION: Final rule. 

SUMMARY: The Department of Defense 
(DoD) is promulgating the Restoration 
Advisory Board (RAB) rule regarding 
the scope, characteristics, composition, 
funding, establishment, operation, 
adjournment, and dissolution of RABs. 
This rule implements the requirement 
established in 10 U.S.C. 2705(d)(2)(A), 
which requires the Secretary of Defense 
to prescribe regulation regarding RABs. 
This rule is based on DoD’s current 
policies for establishing and operating 
RABs, as well as the Department’s 
experience over the past ten years. 
DATES: This rule is effective May 12, 
2006. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
specific questions or to request an 
opportunity to review the docket for this 
rulemaking, please contact Ms. Patricia 
Ferrebee, Office of the Deputy Under 
Secretary of Defense (Installations & 
Environment), 703–571–9060. This final 
rule, along with relevant background 
information, is available on the World- 
Wide Web at the Defense Environmental 
Network and Information eXchange 
Web site at https://www.denix.osd.mil/ 
rabrule. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Preamble Outline 

I. Authority 
II. Background 
III. Summary of Significant Changes to the 

Final Rule 
IV. Response to Comments 
V. Administrative Requirements 

A. Regulatory Impact Analysis Pursuant to 
Executive Order 12866 

B. Regulatory Flexibility Act 
C. Unfunded Mandates 
D. Paperwork Reduction Act 

E. National Technology Transfer and 
Advancement Act 

F. Environmental Justice Requirements 
Under Executive Order 12898 

G. Federalism Considerations Under 
Executive Order 13132 

I. Authority 

This rule is being finalized under the 
authority of Section 2705 of Title 10, 
United States Code (U.S.C.). 

II. Background 

The Department of Defense (DoD) 
published the Restoration Advisory 
Board (RAB) rule in the Federal 
Register as a proposed rule on January 
28, 2005 (70 FR 4061) in 32 U.S. Code 
of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 202. 
The public comment period for the 
proposed rule ended March 29, 2005. 
Thirty-four commenters submitted 
comments on the proposed rule. The 
preamble to this final rule consists 
mainly of an explanation of the 
Department’s responses to these 
comments. Therefore, both this 
preamble and the preamble to the 
proposed rule should be reviewed 
should a question arise as to the 
meaning or intent of the final rule. 
Unless directly contradicted or 
superseded by this preamble to the rule 
or by the rule, the preamble to the 
proposed rule reflects DoD’s intent for 
the rule. 

The preamble to the final rule 
provides a discussion of each proposed 
rule section on which comments were 
received. Revisions to the proposed rule 
that are simply editorial or that do not 
reflect substantive changes are not 
addressed in this preamble. All 
comments the Department received are 
presented in a ‘‘Response to Comments’’ 
document, which has been placed in the 
docket for this rulemaking. 

DoD recognizes the importance of 
public involvement at military 
installations. For the purposes of this 
rule, the term installation means 
operating and closing DoD installations 
and formerly used defense sites (FUDS) 
that reacquire environmental 
restoration. DoD has developed 
community involvement policies to 
ensure that local communities are 
provided the opportunity as early as 
possible to obtain information about, 
and provide input to, the decisions 
regarding environmental restoration 
activities at military installations. It is 
DoD policy to provide the public with 
the ability to participate in these 
activities through the establishment of 
RABs, among other public involvement 
opportunities. 

Based on statutory and regulatory 
requirements for community 
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involvement and recommendations 
from the Federal Facilities 
Environmental Restoration Dialogue 
Committee (FFERDC), DoD has 
strengthened its community 
involvement efforts, including the RAB 
initiative, under its environmental 
restoration program. DoD believes that 
working in partnership with local 
communities and addressing the 
concerns of those communities early in 
the restoration process has enhanced its 
efforts under, and increased the 
credibility of, the environmental 
restoration program. The Department 
remains committed to involving 
communities near DoD installations in 
environmental restoration decision- 
making processes that may affect human 
health, safety and the environment. 

RABs have become a significant 
component of DoD’s efforts to increase 
community involvement in the 
environmental restoration program. 
RABs provide a continuous forum 
through which members of affected 
communities can provide input to an 
installation’s ongoing environmental 
restoration activities. RAB members 
provide recommendations regarding 
environmental restoration to DoD. RABs 
are not Federal Advisory Committees 
and are specifically excluded from the 
requirements of the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act (10 U.S.C. 2705(d)(2)), 
however, DoD does meet its substantive 
requirements. 

On September 27, 1994, DoD and the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
jointly issued guidelines for the 
formation and operation of RABs 
(‘‘Restoration Advisory Board 
Implementation Guidelines’’). The 
guidelines describe how to implement 
the DoD RAB policy and identify each 
stakeholde’s role within the RAB. The 
guidelines also state that existing 
Technical Review Committees (TRCs) or 
similar groups may be expanded or 
modified to become RABs, and that 
RABs may fulfill the statutory 
requirements for establishing TRCs (10 
U.S.C. 2705(d)(1)) at installations 
undergoing environmental restoration). 

As of September 30, 2004, DoD 
reported the existence of 310 active 
RABs across all of the Military 
Component’s installations. Over the past 
several years, the number of RABs has 
remained fairly consistent, although the 
number fluctuates as some RABs 
adjourn and others form. RABs are one 
part of DOD’s and the Military 
Components’ extensive community 
outreach and public participation 
activities, which include compliance 
with the public notice and participation 
requirements of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, 

Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA), the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act, and other Federal 
and state environmental laws, as well as 
considerable consultation with DoD 
partners at Federal, state, and local 
government agencies. 

A RAB may only address issues 
associated with environmental 
restoration activities under the Defense 
Environmental Restoration Program 
(DERP) at DoD installations, including 
activities conducted under the Military 
Munitions Response program (MMRP) 
to address unexploded ordnance, 
discarded military munitions, and the 
chemical constituents of munitions. If a 
RAB already exists at an installation and 
MMRP sites are identified, the RAB may 
be expanded to consider additional 
issues related to the MMRP sites. If the 
current RAB or DoD installation decides 
that it is necessary to involve new 
stakeholders, the installations should 
notify potential stakeholders of its 
intent to expand the RAB and solicit 
new members who have an interest in 
issues related to the MMRP. If there is 
no current RAB active at the installation 
and MMRP sites are identified, the 
installation will follow the prescribed 
guidance for determining sufficient 
community interest in forming a RAB. 

The Secretary of Defense is required 
to ‘‘prescribe regulations regarding the 
establishments, characteristics, 
composition, and funding of Restoration 
Advisory Boards’’ (10 U.S.C. 
2705(d)(2)(A)). DoD’s issuance of the 
RAB rule is not, however, a 
precondition to the establishment of 
RABs (10 U.S.C. 2705(d)(2)(B)). 
Therefore, DoD provides the RAB rule 
regarding the scope, characteristics, 
composition, funding, establishment, 
operation, adjournment, and dissolution 
of RABs. DoD recognizes that each RAB 
established will be a unique 
organization dealing with installation- 
specific issues. This rule is consistent 
with the recommendations set forth in 
the FFERDC’s Final Report and reflects 
over ten years of experience in 
establishing and operating RABs 
throughout the United States. DoD has 
structured this proposal to maximize 
flexibility for RAB members and 
installations nationwide. 

III. Summary of Significant Changes to 
the Final Rule 

The Department of Defense has made 
no significant changes to the RAB final 
rule. 

IV. Response to Comments 
The Department received many 

comments on the proposed rule. Many 
comments were supportive of the 

proposed rule and the role of RABs in 
public participation. In particular, 
commenters believed that the rule 
provides standards that are 
comprehensive yet flexible enough to 
address the 310 active RABs operating 
at DoD installations across the nation. 
This section contains the Department’s 
responses to the comments received on 
the proposed rule, organized by the 
structure of the proposed and final 
rules. 

A. 202.1 Purpose, Scope, Definitions, 
and Applicability 

The Department received several 
comments requesting that the scope of 
RABs be modified to include additional 
community concerns outside of 
environmental restoration activities 
under the DERP. Although RABs have 
been identified as a successful forum for 
public discussion of community 
concerns, DoD funds RABs with money 
dedicated to supporting environmental 
restoration activities under the DERP. 
The Department cannot justify the 
discussion of issues outside the 
activities of the DERP with this same 
funding source. DoD continues to 
encourage installations to assist the 
RABs in finding the proper venue to 
support a broader scope of issues. One 
commenter requested that the text in the 
preamble regarding the scope of RABs 
be included in the rule to clarify that 
RABs may address only issues 
associated with environmental 
restoration activities under the DERP. 
The Department has modified the rule 
for clarification. 

The Department received one 
comment requesting that the definition 
of ‘‘environmental restoration’’ be 
modified to include addressing 
detection and disposal of unexploded 
ordnance and demolition and removal 
of unsafe buildings and structures. 
These activities are currently included 
by definition as part of environmental 
restoration. 

The Department received three 
additional comments regarding 
definitions. One commenter requested 
that the definition of ‘‘stakeholder’’ be 
revised to include current landowners 
of FUDS properties. The Department has 
incorporated this comment into the 
Rule. DoD also received two comments 
requesting that munitions and 
explosives of concern (MEC) be added 
to the definition of environmental 
restoration. MEC are included in the 
Department’s environmental restoration 
program, specifically, they are 
addressed through the MMRP. The 
Department has incorporated language 
regarding the MMRP into the final rule. 
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The Department received many 
comments in support of the purpose and 
scope of this rule. Two commenters 
agreed with the Department regarding 
its encouragement of open public 
participation. One commenter agreed 
with DoD’s approach that the rule 
applies to all RABs, regardless of when 
they were formed. 

B. 202.2. Criteria for Establishment 
The Department received several 

comments requesting that the number of 
petitioners required to establish a RAB 
be reduced from 50 to 25 or 30. The 
Department clarifies that 50 petitioners 
is not the only way to establish a RAB. 
The petition is one of four proposed 
mechanisms to initiate the 
establishment of the RAB. Specifically, 
as found in § 202.2(a) of the final rule, 
‘‘a RAB should be established when 
there is sufficient and sustained 
community interest and any of the 
following criteria are met—the closure 
of an installation involves the transfer of 
property to the community; at least 50 
local citizens petition for a RAB; 
Federal, state, tribal, or local 
government representatives request the 
formation of a RAB; or the installation 
determines the need for a RAB.’’ If 25 
citizens petition for a RAB in a rural or 
less populated area, it is reasonable to 
conclude that the installation would 
determine the need or that Federal, 
state, tribal, or local government 
representatives would request formation 
of a RAB. 

Several commenters requested that 
the statement ‘‘sufficient and sustained 
community interest’’ be further 
clarified. For RABs to operate, it is 
necessary that there be a voluntary 
investment of public participation. This 
public willingness to be involved in a 
voluntary group and invest the time and 
energy is not found in all communities. 
The statement ‘‘sufficient and sustained 
community interest’’ indicates that there 
is enough willingness from the 
community to adequately maintain a 
RAB for a continued period of time. 
DoD recognizes that installations 
nationwide are unique and has avoided 
inflexible standards that do not meet the 
needs of this program. In Section 202.2 
of this rule, rather than providing 
specific standards, the Department has 
outlined several tools for Installation 
Commanders to use in the evaluation of 
‘‘sufficient and sustained community 
interest’’ including reviewing 
correspondence files and media 
coverage; consulting local community 
members and relevant government 
officials; and evaluating responses to 
communication efforts, such as notices 
placed in local newspapers, and, if 

applicable, announcements on the 
installation’s website. Once a RAB has 
been established, a decline in sufficient 
and sustained community interest 
should be evident when the public has 
withdrawn from a role of active 
involvement, such as a lack of 
attendance at scheduled meetings. 

The Department received two 
comments requesting modified language 
regarding the conversion of existing 
TRCs or groups that provide advice to 
RABs. These commenters requested 
that, where TRCs or similar advisory 
groups already exist, the TRC or similar 
advisory group should be incorporated 
or converted into a RAB, provided there 
is sufficient and sustained interest 
within the community. The Department 
agrees with this statement and § 202.2(c) 
of the final rule reflects this position. 

Several commenters requested that 
the Installation Commander reassess 
community interest annually rather than 
bi-annually. The Department would like 
to make clear that the reassessment of 
interest conducted by the Installation 
Commander is not the sole mechanism 
to prompt the establishment or 
reestablishment of a RAB. This 
assessment is part of a layering strategy 
to ensure that where a community has 
sufficient interest, a RAB will be 
established; therefore, the Department 
has decided against making this change. 
Additional mechanisms found in 
§ 202.2(a) that prompt RABs to be 
established or reestablished include the 
closure of an installation that involves 
the transfer of property to the 
community; at least 50 local citizens 
petition the installation for creation of a 
RAB; Federal, state, tribal, or local 
government representatives request the 
formation of a RAB; or the installation 
determines the need for a RAB based on 
correspondence files, media coverage, 
consultation of community members 
and relevant government officials, and 
responses to communication efforts, 
such as notices placed in local 
newspapers. 

Two commenters suggested that local, 
state, and Federal agencies be involved 
in the Installation Commanders’ 
biennial reassessments of the 
community’s interest in RAB formation. 
The Department understands that local, 
state, and Federal agencies are also 
considered part of an installation’s 
community, and as such, would be part 
of the Installation Commander’s 
reassessment of community interest. 

C. 202.4. Composition of a RAB 
The Department received a few 

comments requesting further 
clarification and description of potential 
conflict of interest rules for RAB 

membership. DoD encourages these 
commenters to review the referenced 
documentation, the Federal Acquisition 
Regulation (FAR), for more information. 
The description provided in the rule is 
based on the FAR, which is the primary 
regulation for use by all Federal 
Executive Agencies in their acquisition 
of supplies and services with 
appropriated funds. The FAR can be 
reviewed online at http:// 
www.arnet.gov/far/. 

The Department received several 
comments requesting additional 
guidelines on the selection of RAB 
members. Conversely, several comments 
indicated that the guidelines provided 
on the selection of RAB members were 
too burdensome and descriptive. 
Recognizing that the process for 
selecting RAB members is sensitive in 
nature, DoD provided RABs with a 
process for selecting these members. 
The Department expects that specific 
procedures developed by the selection 
panel will be established by each RAB 
and included in its operating 
procedures. 

The Department received several 
conflicting comments requesting that 
specific individuals be required as 
members of RABs and opposing 
comments requesting that those same 
individuals not be allowed membership. 
The Department would like to clarify 
that RABs are part of DoD’s stakeholder 
involvement prgram, where all 
interested stakeholders are invited to 
participate, including individuals, 
health officials, tribal members, local 
governments, state officials, and Federal 
representatives. The Department does 
not have the authority to require 
officials, agencies, or individuals that 
are non-DoD personnel to publicly 
participate or requrie their membership 
in RABs. 

Several commenters requested that 
the Department expand RAB 
membership opportunities to those 
individuals that do not live or work in 
the affected communities. This 
comment was not incorporated because 
membership is restricted to those 
individuals that live or work in the 
affected communities. RAB meetings are 
widely publicized and open to all for 
participation. Representatives of 
organizations and agencies who live and 
work outside the affected area are 
certainly encouraged to voice their 
opinions and actively participate at RAB 
meetings. Another commenter requested 
that the Department further define the 
term ‘‘affected community.’’ DoD 
encourages each RAB to define the term 
‘‘affected community’’ as appropriate, 
and to include this term in its operating 
procedures for selecting RAB members. 

VerDate Aug<31>2005 16:08 May 11, 2006 Jkt 208001 PO 00000 Frm 00030 Fmt 4700 Sfmt 4700 E:\FR\FM\12MYR1.SGM 12MYR1jle
nt

in
i o

n 
P

R
O

D
1P

C
65

 w
ith

 R
U

LE
S



27613 Federal Register / Vol. 71, No. 92 / Friday, May 12, 2006 / Rules and Regulations 

One commenter requested revised 
language to transfer the role of 
appointing community RAB members 
from the Installation Commanders to 
community RAB members. The 
Department did not modify the role of 
the Installation Commander in this 
process. If the process outlined in 
§ 202.4(a)(2)(i) of the final rule is 
followed, the community selects a panel 
of members and the Installation 
Commander accepts or rejects all. 

One commenter recommended that 
the RAB member selection panel not 
announce the list of RAB nominees, but 
instead transmit the list of nominees to 
the Installation Commander for 
appointment. The Department has 
incorporated this comment as suggested. 

One comment recommended the 
addition of specific criteria to be used 
by the Installation Commander in 
determining what ‘‘fairly represents the 
local community.’’ The Installation 
Commander should be able to find 
information on the representation of the 
community in each installation’s 
community Relations Plan (CRP). 

One commenter agreed that RABs 
should have only one representative 
from each government agency to prevent 
an inordinate representation by 
government and DoD officials. 

D. 202.5. Creating a Mission Statement 
One commenter indicated that the 

language regarding a RAB’s mission 
statement in the preamble was 
inconsistent with the language provided 
in the proposed rule. The Department 
reviewed the rule and noted that the 
language is consistent. 

E. 202.6. Selecting Co-Chairs 
One commenter requested that the 

rule allow for the flexibility of multiple 
community co-chairs. The Department 
did not incoroporate this language in 
the rule, but recognizes that RABs are 
unique. One commenter asserted that it 
is appropriate for the community co- 
chair to be selected by the community 
RAB members as required in § 202.6(b). 

F. 202.7. Developing Operating 
Procedures 

One commenter stated that references 
to goals and objectives were 
inconsistent within the proposed rule. A 
few commenters stated that it is 
inappropriate for the installation co- 
chair to determine the goals and 
objectives of the RAB. The Department 
updated information on goals and 
objectives in the final rule. The rule 
states that, ‘‘Clearly defiend goals and 
objectives for the RAB, as determined by 
the co-chairs in consultation with the 
RAB,’’ should be addressed. the 

preamble of the proposed rule provided 
further detail on the type of consultation 
that should take place, including that, 
‘‘the DoD installation co-chair will 
listen to, consider, and provide specific 
responses to the RAB members’ 
comments before finalizing the goals 
and objectives.’’ The language provided 
clearly indicates that the RAB as a 
whole participates in the development 
of goals and objectives. 

One commenter requested that there 
not be a requirement to publish and 
submit public notice of RAB meetings. 
This rule reflects Congressional 
requirements regarding public notices 
(see Sec. 317, Pub. L. 136–108, 117 Stat. 
1393 (10 U.S.C. 2705(d)(2)); these 
notices may be purchased through ads 
in local newspapers. 

One commenter requested further 
clarification regarding a RAB member’s 
function to provide feedback to other 
community members and to keep the 
public informed about the proceedings 
of the RAB. Reaching out to the broader 
community is an important role of 
community members. Clarification of a 
RAB member’s function could be 
provided in the RAB’s operating 
procedures. 

One commenter requested that RAB 
meetings be held off base due to 
increased security measures and the 
difficulty for some members to gain 
access to military installations. The 
Department considers additional 
language unnecessary because Section 
202.9(a)(2) explicitly states that, ‘‘Each 
RAB meeting shall be held * * * in a 
manner or place reasonably accessible.’’ 
It is recommended that additional 
language regarding meeting locations be 
incorporated in the RAB’s operating 
procedures. Another comment was 
received requesting child care and 
transportation for RAB meetings. Child 
care and transportation will not be 
provided for RAB meetings. The 
Department recognizes that this is a 
burden that RAB participants bear and 
appreciates their involvement despite 
these factors. It is important that 
participant involvement continue 
without DoD providing services that 
could be perceived as creating the 
potential for biased opinions regarding 
environmental restoration at DoD sites. 

Another commenter stated that all 
actions performed by a RAB should be 
available for public comment to ensure 
an open process. The Administrative 
Record provides the public with an 
open process for reviewing the actions 
performed by a RAB. Also, RAB 
meetings are open to public 
participation. 

One commenter recommended that 
public participants be afforded the 

opportunity to provide comments at 
RAB meetings. The Department has 
incorporated this recommendation in 
§ 202.9(a)(3) to read, ‘‘Open solicitation 
of public comments shall be permitted, 
and members of the public will have a 
designated time on the agenda to speak 
to the RAB committee as a whole.’’ 

One commenter stated that the 
preamble and proposed rule were 
inconsistent in their descriptions 
regarding the role of the RAB in 
developing operating procedures. DoD 
has incorporated language to state that 
each RAB develops its own operating 
procedures and that the co-chairs are 
responsible for carrying them out. 

One commenter stated that copies of 
all materials presented at RAB meetings, 
including readable maps, should be 
available for RAB members and the 
public. The Department encourages the 
distribution of presentation materials to 
RAB meeting participants and requires 
that these materials be included in the 
information repository or administrative 
record as appropriate and when security 
concerns allow. 

One commenter requested that a RAB 
be able to exercise its authority to 
change or reduce the frequency of the 
meeting schedule as needed through its 
operating procedures. The Department 
agrees with the commenter and would 
like to call attention to Section 
202.7(a)(5) which indicates that the 
operating procedures will address 
meeting frequency and location. 

One commenter requested a specific 
timeframe for the distribution of 
meeting agendas. Another commenter 
requested clarification that community 
members play a key role in the 
development of the meeting agenda. The 
Department recommends that if a RAB 
is facing difficulty distributing meeting 
agendas, specific recommendations for a 
timeframe to distribute meeting agendas 
be made in that RAB’s operating 
procedures. It is impractical and 
inflexible to set out a specific timeframe 
for RABs to distribute meeting agendas. 
The Department agrees that the 
community should play a key role in the 
development of the meeting agenda, and 
for this reason, this language was 
included as a discussion item in the 
RAB’s operating procedures 
§ 202.7(a)(13). 

Several commenters offered 
supportive statements on the provisions 
for developing operating procedures. 
One commenter felt that the operating 
procedures would work well for existing 
RABs. In addition, commenters felt that 
it is appropriate for a RAB to develop 
specific operating procedures tailored to 
the needs of that individual RAB. 
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G. 202.8. Training RAB Members 

Several comments were received 
pertaining to training for RAB members. 
A few commenters suggested that 
training for RABs has been inadequate. 
The rule has been modified to 
incorporate comments received that 
suggest improved language relevant to 
training. One commenter stated that 
training that is ‘‘unique to and mutually 
benefits’’ RABs is not a workable 
standard. The text was revised to 
indicate that training would be site- 
specific and beneficial to RAB members. 
The Department also expanded this 
section to recommend training for RAB 
members that includes clarification of 
the purpose and responsibilities of 
RABs, familiarization with cleanup 
technologies, chemicals of concern, 
sampling protocols, and information 
about the availability of independent 
technical advice and document review 
through EPA’s Technical Assistance 
Grant (TAG) program and DoD’s 
Technical Assistance for Public 
Participation (TAPP) program. 

H. 202.9. Conducting RAB Meetings 

One commenter stated that copies of 
all materials presented at RAB meetings, 
including readable maps, should be 
available to RAB members and the 
public. The Department encourages the 
distribution of presentation materials 
and readable maps to all RAB meeting 
participants as appropriate. However, it 
may not be appropriate in all cases for 
maps to be distributed to the 
community due to increased security 
measures at many installations. 

The Department received several 
comments regarding the RAB voting 
practices. DoD would like to make clear 
that voting or polling members is not a 
requisite action of RABs. comments 
stated that DoD members of the RAB 
should not be allowed to vote and that 
only RAB community members should 
have voting privileges. The Department 
has modified the language in the rule to 
assert that each RAB member may 
provide advice as an individual; 
however, when a RAB decides to vote 
or poll for consensus, only community 
members should participate. The 
Department will not be obligated by 
votes or consider voting results to be 
more important than the advice of an 
individual RAB member. 

One commenter requested 
clarification on whether publications 
listed on Web sites would meet the 
requirements of ‘‘publishing meeting 
notices in a local newspaper of general 
circulation.’’ The Department clarifies 
that publicizing meeting notices on Web 
sites would not meet the requirements 

of publishing notices in local 
newspapers. Posting meeting notices on 
Web sites is a good practice, but should 
be done in addition to local newspaper 
requirements. 

The Department received a few 
comments regarding the procedures for 
recording, approving, and distributing 
meeting minutes. One commenter 
requested that transcription services be 
provided to record RAB meeting 
minutes. Another commenter requested 
that the rule set out a specific timeframe 
for the preparation and distribution of 
meeting minutes. In recognition of the 
fact that this final rule was developed to 
maximize flexibility for RAB members 
and installations nationwide, the 
Department has modified the language 
in the operating procedures Section 
202.7(a)(4), recommending that each 
RAB develop a procedure for recording, 
approving, and distributing meeting 
minutes. Specific regulations for 
recording, approving, and distributing 
meeting minutes for all RABs 
nationwide were not included in this 
rule. 

I. 202.10. RAB Adjournment and 
Dissolution 

The Department received many 
comments regarding RAB adjournment. 
Many commenters disagreed with the 
Installation Commander having the 
authority to adjourn a RAB. One 
commenter recommended that the 
entire RAB agree in writing before it 
would be adjourned. RAB members are 
provided multiple opportunities for 
input should adjournment be 
considered. The Department would like 
to clarify that, as stated in 
§ 202.10(a)(2)(i) of the final rule, the 
Installation Commander shall, ‘‘Consult 
with EPA, state, tribes, RAB members, 
and the local community, as 
appropriate, regarding adjourning the 
RAB and consider all responses before 
making a final decision.’’ The 
Installation Commander, as the 
responsible, accountable Department of 
Defense contact, will have the authority 
to adjourn a RAB. The requirement for 
consultation protects the RAB from 
unilateral decisions made by DoD 
personnel. 

One commenter requested that ‘‘with 
input from the community’’ be added to 
the statement, ‘‘an Installation 
Commander may adjourn.’’ The 
Department agrees with this 
recommendation and has incorporated 
the language into § 202.10(a)(1) of the 
final rule. 

Several other comments were 
received stating that RABs should not be 
considered for adjournment when 
records of decision (RODs) are signed or 

all remedies are in place. A commenter 
recommended that it would be better to 
adjourn when all sites reach the status 
of operating properly and successfully. 
The Department recognizes a RAB may 
not adjourn when all RODs are signed 
or all remedies are in place. Meetings 
should not need to be held as often, but 
additional input from the community 
may be necessary or helpful. RABs may 
want to decide in their operating 
procedures when it is appropriate or 
necessary to hold RAB meetings after all 
RODs are signed or all remedies are in 
place. It is not expected or required that 
a RAB adjourn at this time. The 
Department’s experience has shown that 
after RODs are signed, communities may 
lose interest in the RAB. The 
Department provided a list of various 
circumstances that may lead an 
Installation Commander, in consultation 
with EPA, state, tribes, RAB members, 
and the local community, to adjourn a 
RAB. 

Several commenters requested that 
RABs not be adjourned when the 
installation is transferred or cleanup 
privatized. The Department believes 
that it may be impractical for DoD to 
continue to operate RABs at former 
installations that have been transferred 
out of DoD control and restoration 
responsibilities assumed by the 
transferee. In such cases, after inviting 
input from the community and 
consulting with EPA (at NPL sites) and 
State officials, DoD will endeavor to 
arrange to have the transferee provide 
an appropriate means for the public to 
review and comment upon post-transfer 
restoration response decisions. 

One commenter was concerned that 
decline in interest during long-term 
management (LTM) would lead to RAB 
adjournment, suggesting that the RAB 
may decide to meet less frequently 
instead of adjourning. Although lack of 
interest during LTM may be lead to RAB 
adjournment, it would not be required, 
and a change in meeting frequency may 
be sufficient. The Department 
recommends that RABs describe in their 
operating procedures when it is 
appropriate or necessary to hold RAB 
meetings during LTM. Stakeholders are 
also encouraged to utilize their 
installation’s point of contact (POC) for 
environmental restoration activities and 
the installation’s Community Relations 
Plan (CRP) to remain involved, 
regardless of the status of a RAB. 
Information regarding environmental 
restoration activities will be shared with 
the public, (e.g., local media, public 
meetings, and Web sites) and the POC 
and CRP may assist interested 
stakeholders in accessing this 
information. If the RAB is adjourned 
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and the community becomes interested 
again, the RAB can be reestablished. 

A few comments were received 
stating that the process of adjournment 
and dissolution should be consistent. 
These processes were not made 
consistent, because they are employed 
in different situations, requiring 
different responses. 

The Department received many 
comments on RAB dissolution. Most of 
these commenters disagreed with the 
Installation Commander’s role in the 
dissolution process. The commenters 
requested that a RAB only be dissolved 
through a collective decision-making 
process. The Department would like to 
clarify that the Installation Commander 
does not dissolve a RAB. The decision 
to dissolve a RAB is raised to the 
Military Component’s Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Environment or 
Environment, Safety and Occupational 
Health. The Installation Commander’s 
role in dissolution includes multiple 
consultation and notification 
requirements with EPA, state, tribes, 
RAB members, and the local 
community, as appropriate, before 
providing a recommendation to the 
Military Component’s Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Environment or 
Environment, Safety and Occupational 
Health. One commenter requested that 
the notification process require a fact 
sheet and public meeting. These actions 
may be taken, but are not specific 
requirements. Another commenter 
stated that the Installation Commander 
should provide ‘‘responses to EPA and 
the state.’’ The Installation Commander 
is required on multiple occasions to 
consult with EPA and the state, as 
appropriate. 

One commenter requested that after a 
RAB is adjourned or dissolved, 
Installation Commanders should 
continue to reassess community interest 
in RAB formation not only when 
environmental restoration activities are 
ongoing, but also when these activities 
may start up again. This comment is 
incorporated in the rule § 202.10(c). 

One commenter stated that the 
process for reestablishing a previously 
adjourned or dissolved RAB is too time- 
intensive for communities that identify 
immediate health or environmental 
concerns. The Department would like to 
clarify that RABs are only one 
component of an installation’s 
community outreach program. CERCLA 
(42 U.S.C. 9601, et seq.) and the 
National Oil and Hazardous Substances 
Pollution Contingency Plan (40 CFR 
Part 300) require additional community 
involvement activities; therefore, an 
installation’s RAB would not be a 
community’s only method of addressing 

immediate health or environmental 
concerns. If an installation identifies 
immediate health or environmental 
concerns, the installation should engage 
appropriate stakeholders by notifying 
them and holding public meetings. 

J. 202.12. Administrative Support and 
Eligible Expenses 

The Department received several 
comments regarding the funding of 
RABs. A few commenters opposed 
language stating that RABs are ‘‘subject 
to the availability of funds.’’ Another 
commenter stated that the Department 
should be required to report in local 
papers eligible expenses that are 
requested for RAB formation and 
operation that are not provided. One 
commenter requested that the 
Department clarify who pays for a 
RAB’s administrative cost. Another 
commenter requested that the 
Department add informational materials 
relating to cleanup to the eligible 
administrative expenses. Regarding the 
comments that RABs should not be 
‘‘subject to the availability of funds,’’ it 
should be clarified that the Department 
is authorized funding from Congress. 
DoD relies on this funding to support all 
programs; therefore, RABs remain 
‘‘subject to the availability of funds.’’ 
The Department does not require RABs 
to report in local papers eligible 
expenses that are provided for the 
operation and formation of RABs. This 
type of discussion is more appropriately 
conducted at RAB meetings. To clarify 
the responsibility for a RAB’s 
administrative costs, the Department 
refers this commenter to § 202.12(a) 
which states that the ‘‘installation shall 
provide administrative support to 
establish and operate a RAB.’’ The 
Department directs the next commenter 
to § 202.12(b)(7) which states that 
eligible administrative expenses 
include, ‘‘preparation of meeting agenda 
materials,’’ which addresses the request 
for eligible expenses, to include creating 
information materials for RAB members 
as it relates to the cleanup. 

K. 202.13. Technical Assistance for 
Public Participation 

One commenter stated that there was 
insufficient text regarding TAPP and 
suggested that section 202.13 be moved 
forward in the rule. The Department 
published a rule on TAPP that is located 
in 32 CFR Part 203; DoD did not expand 
section 202.13 or reorganize the RAB 
rule. Another commenter recommended 
that the reference to ‘‘in-house 
assistance to discuss technical issues’’ 
be removed from the TAPP section and 
placed in the training section. The 
Department agrees and removed this 

language from the TAPP section. A final 
comment regarding the TAPP section 
suggested that its language was 
misleading and vague, because it was 
not identical to EPA’s Technical 
Assistance Grant program. The 
Department’s TAPP program is intended 
to be a different program; they are not 
identical. 

L. 202.14. Documenting and Reporting 
Activities and Expenses 

The Department received two 
comments requesting a change in 
language where it is stated that the 
information repository be available at a 
‘‘single, publicly accessible location.’’ 
The basis for this comment was that 
many installations may be located in 
more than one town, city, or county. 
The Department agrees that the language 
in the proposed rule was limiting and 
has removed the reference to a ‘‘single’’ 
location in the final rule. 

A few commenters requested that 
copies of each RAB’s activities and 
administrative expenses be provided to 
the RAB directly or be maintained in the 
information repository. RAB minutes 
should be maintained in the information 
repository. The Military Components 
are required to track and report this 
information to fulfill statutory annual 
reporting requirements established in 10 
U.S.C. 2706(a)(2)(j). This Annual Report 
to Congress is made publicly available. 
Individuals seeking installation-specific 
data should request this information 
from the installation co-chair. If the 
installation co-chair is not responsive, 
the request can be referred to the 
Installation Commander. 

M. Web sites 
Several commenters stated that the 

final rule should include language 
encouraging the use of Web sites as a 
communication tool for RABs. The 
Department agrees that Web sites are a 
valid and useful communication tool. 
Throughout the rule, DoD included 
language to reflect our encouragement 
and acceptance of this method of 
communicating. One commenter stated 
that each RAB should be required to set 
up and maintain a Web site. Although 
the Department encourages the use of 
Web sites in RAB communications, the 
Department declined to require that 
each RAB set up and maintain a Web 
site. 

N. Role of an Installation Co-chair 
The Department received several 

comments regarding the role of 
installation co-chairs in RABs. One 
commenter suggested that the concept 
of co-chairs was impractical and that the 
‘‘installation co-chair’’ be replaced with 
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an ‘‘installation representative.’’ One 
commenter stated that the installation 
co-chairs had too much control in the 
formation and operation of RABs. 
Another commenter felt that it was 
inappropriate for the delegation of the 
installation co-chair role to go down the 
chain of command to civilian staff. 
Another commenter requested 
clarification on whether contractors 
could act on behalf of the installation 
co-chair. The concept of co-chairs is not 
considered impractical based on RABs 
functioning appropriately with 
community and installation co-chairs 
for the last 10 years. Although some 
have stated that the role of an 
installation co-chair unfairly exceeds 
that of a community co-chair, great 
lengths have been taken not only to 
ensure fairness, but also to clarify the 
important balance between the 
installation and community co-chair. 
Government officials are responsible 
and must be the ones to make cleanup 
decisions for action on government 
lands. 

O. Consistency 
The Department received several 

comments requesting that language 
provided in the preamble be consistent 
with language in the rule. The 
Department has reviewed and updated 
the final rule as appropriate. 

P. Consideration of Comments 
The Department received several 

comments regarding a RAB’s process for 
considering comments. One commenter 
requested additional language to discuss 
‘‘careful consideration.’’ Another 
commenter recommended that language 
be added for comments to be considered 
as a consensus, as well as from 
individual RAB members. One 
commenter stated the installation be 
required to respond to all comments. 
This rule does not preclude any of the 
suggested comments. Recognizing that 
RABs are unique to each installation, 
the Department advises that RABs 
develop a process for considering 
comments in their operating procedures. 
See § 202.7(a)(10). Although collective 
comments can be considered, the 
Department will not be obligated by the 
consensus. Comments will also be 
considered on an individual basis to 
ensure that every commenter is 
recognized. 

Q. Comment Period 
One commenter requested that the 

comment period be extended in the 
Federal Register to ensure that all RABs 
were notified when the Register opened. 
Although the Department did not 
extend the comment period on the 

proposed rule, the rule was sent to all 
RABs prior to being published as a 
proposed rule. For informational 
purposes, DoD mailed the draft 
proposed rule to over 700 RAB co- 
chairs. Additionally, these 700 RAB co- 
chairs were provided copies of the 
proposed rule when it was published in 
the Federal Register. 

R. Accountability 

The Department received many 
comments requesting that there be a 
mechanism to ensure the accountability 
of DoD actions on a RAB, specifically 
those actions of the installation co-chair. 
Several commenters stated that they 
were unaware of any oversight to ensure 
that the installation co-chairs were 
‘‘making a reasonable effort to ensure 
that a RAB performs its role as 
effectively as possible.’’ Other 
commenters requested a method of 
redress should the RAB not be 
conducted in accordance with the rule. 
The Department has worked hard to 
ensure that chairmanship of the RAB is 
shared by the installation and 
community. The Department provides 
oversight for the RAB program, through 
the chain of command, to each 
Component’s headquarters and to the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary. If DoD 
personnel take inappropriate actions, 
these actions would be addressed 
through the chain of command. 

V. Administrative Requirements 

A. Regulatory Impact Analysis Pursuant 
to Executive Order 12866 

Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 51735; 
October 4, 1993) requires each agency 
taking regulatory action to determine 
whether that action is ‘‘significant.’’ The 
agency must submit any regulatory 
actions that qualify as ‘‘significant’’ to 
the Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) for review, assess the costs and 
benefits anticipated as a result of the 
proposed action, and otherwise ensure 
that the action meets the requirements 
of the Executive Order. The Order 
defines ‘‘significant regulatory action’’ 
as one that is likely to result in a rule 
that may (1) have an annual effect on 
the economy of $100 million or more or 
adversely effect in a material way the 
economy, a sector of the economy; 
productivity; competition; jobs; the 
environment; public health or safety; or 
state, local, or tribal governments or 
communities; (2) create a serious 
inconsistency or otherwise interfere 
with an action taken or planned by 
another agency; (3) materially alter the 
budgetary impact of entitlements, 
grants, user fees, or loan programs or the 
rights and obligations of recipients 

thereof; or (4) raise novel legal or policy 
issues arising out of legal mandates, the 
President’s priorities, or the principles 
set forth in the Executive Order. 

The Department has determined that 
the rule is not ‘‘significant’’ under 
Executive Order 12866 because it is not 
likely to result in a rule that will meet 
any of the four prerequisites. 

(1) The rule will not have an annual 
effect on the economy of $100 million 
or more or adversely affect in a material 
way the economy; a sector of the 
economy; productivity; competition; 
jobs; the environment; public health or 
safety; or state, local, or tribal 
governments or communities. 

(2) The rule will not create a serious 
inconsistency or otherwise interfere 
with an action taken or planned by 
another agency. 

(3) The rule will not materially alter 
the budgetary impact of entitlements, 
grants, user fees, or loan programs or the 
rights and obligations of recipients 
thereof. 

(4) The rule will not raise novel legal 
or policy issues arising out of legal 
mandates, the President’s priorities, or 
the principles set forth in the Executive 
Order. 

B. Regulatory Flexibility Act 

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 
U.S.C. 601 et seq., as amended by the 
Small Business Regulatory Enforcement 
Fairness Act (SBREFA) of 1996), 
requires that an agency conduct a 
regulatory flexibility analysis when 
publishing a notice of rulemaking for 
any proposed or final rule. The 
regulatory flexibility analysis 
determines the impact of the rule on 
small entities (i.e., small businesses, 
small organizations, and small 
governmental jurisdictions). SBREFA 
amended the Regulatory Flexibility Act 
to require Federal agencies to state the 
factual basis for certifying that a rule 
will not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. 

The Department hereby certifies that 
the rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. The primary 
effect of the RAB rule will be to increase 
community involvement in DoD’s 
environmental restoration program. 

C. Unfunded Mandates 

Title II of the Unfunded Mandates 
Reform Act of 1995 (UMRA), Public 
Law 104–4, requires Federal agencies to 
assess the effects of their regulatory 
actions on state, local, and tribal 
governments and the private sector. 
Section 202 of the UMRA requires that, 
prior to promulgating proposed and 
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final rules with ‘‘Federal mandates’’ that 
may result in expenditures by state, 
local, and tribal governments, in the 
aggregate or by the private sector, of 
$100 million or more in any one year, 
the agency must prepare a written 
statement, including a cost-benefit 
analysis of the rule. Under Section 205 
of the UMRA, DoD must also identify 
and consider a reasonable number of 
regulatory alternatives to the rule and 
adopt the least costly, most cost- 
effective, or least burdensome 
alternative that achieves the objectives 
of the rule. 

Certain exceptions to Section 205 
exist. For example, when the 
requirements of Section 205 are 
inconsistent with applicable law, 
Section 205 does not apply. In addition, 
an agency may adopt an alternative 
other than the least costly, most cost- 
effective, or least burdensome in those 
cases where the agency publishes the 
final rule with an explanation of why 
such an alternative was not adopted. 
Section 203 of the UMRA requires that 
the agency develop a small government 
agency plan before establishing any 
regulatory requirements that may 
significantly or uniquely affect small 
governments, including tribal 
governments. The small government 
agency plan must include procedures 
for notifying potentially affected small 
governments, providing officials of 
affected small governments with the 
opportunity for meaningful and timely 
input in the development of regulatory 
proposals with significant Federal 
intergovernmental mandates, and 
informing, educating, and advising 
small governments on compliance with 
the regulatory requirements. 

The Department has determined that 
the rule does not contain a Federal 
mandate that may result in expenditures 
of $100 million or more for state, local, 
and tribal governments in the aggregate, 
or by the private sector in any one year. 
The term ‘‘Federal mandate’’ means any 
provision in statute or regulation or any 
Federal court ruling that imposes ‘‘an 
enforceable duty’’ upon state, local, or 
tribal governments, and includes any 
condition of Federal assistance or a duty 
arising from participation in a voluntary 
Federal program that imposes such a 
duty. The rule does not contain a 
Federal mandate because it imposes no 
enforceable duty upon state, tribal, or 
local governments. 

D. Paperwork Reduction Act 
The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA), 

44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq., prohibits a 
Federal agency from conducting or 
sponsoring a collection of information 
that requires OMB approval, unless 

such approval has been obtained and 
the collection request displays a 
currently valid OMB control number. 
Nor is any person required to respond 
to an information collection request that 
has not complied with the PRA. The 
term ‘‘collection of information’’ 
includes collection of information from 
ten or more persons. The Department 
has determined that the PRA does not 
apply to this rule because, although the 
Department will collect information on 
RABs, it does not mandate that any 
person supply information. Therefore, 
the PRA does not apply to the rule. 

E. National Technology Transfer and 
Advancement Act 

Section 12(d) of the National 
Technology Transfer and Advancement 
Act of 1995 (NTTAA), Public Law 104– 
113, Section 12(d) (15 U.S.C. 272 note), 
directs Federal agencies to use technical 
standards developed by voluntary 
consensus standards bodies in its 
regulatory activities, except in those 
cases in which using such standards 
would be inconsistent with applicable 
law or otherwise impractical. 
‘‘Technical standards’’ means 
performance-based or design-specific 
technical specifications and related 
management systems practices. 
Voluntary consensus means that the 
technical standards are developed or 
adopted by voluntary consensus 
standards organizations. In those cases 
in which a Federal agency does not use 
voluntary consensus standards that are 
available and applicable, the agency 
must provide OMB with an explanation. 

The rule does not involve 
performance-based or design-specific 
technical specifications or related 
management systems practices. The rule 
is therefore in compliance with the 
NTTAA. 

F. Environmental Justice Requirements 
Under Executive Order 12898 

Under Executive Order 12898, 
‘‘Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income 
Populations,’’ a Federal agency must, 
where practicable and appropriate, 
collect, maintain, and analyze 
information assessing and comparing 
environmental and human health risks 
borne by populations identified by race, 
national origin, or income. To the extent 
practical and appropriate, Federal 
agencies must then use this information 
to determine whether their activities 
have disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental 
effects on minority populations and 
low-income populations. 

At this time, the Department believes 
that no action will directly result from 
the rule that will have a 
disproportionately high and adverse 
human health and environmental effect 
on any segment of the population. 

G. Federalism Considerations Under 
Executive Order 13132 

Executive Order 13132, entitled 
‘‘Federalism’’ (64 FR 43255; August 10, 
1999), establishes certain requirements 
for Federal agencies issuing regulations, 
legislative comments, proposed 
legislation, or other policy statements or 
actions that have ‘‘Federal 
implications.’’ Under the Executive 
Order, any of these agency documents 
or actions have ‘‘Federal implications’’ 
when they have ‘‘substantial direct 
effects on the states, on the relationship 
between the national government and 
the states, or on the distribution of 
power and responsibilities among the 
various levels of government.’’ Section 6 
of the Executive Order prohibits any 
agency from issuing a regulation that 
has Federal implications, imposes 
substantial direct compliance costs on 
state and local governments, and is not 
required by statute. Such a regulation 
may be issued only if the Federal 
government provides the funds 
necessary to pay the direct compliance 
costs incurred by state and local 
governments, or the agency consults 
with state and local officials early in the 
process of developing the proposed 
regulation. Further, a Federal agency 
may issue a regulation that has 
federalism implications and preempts 
state law only if the agency consults 
with state and local officials early in the 
process of developing the proposed 
regulation. 

The rule does not have federalism 
implications because it will not have 
substantial direct effects on the states, 
on the relationship between the national 
government and the states, or on the 
distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various 
levels of government. The statute 
authorizing the Department’s 
environmental restoration program, 10 
U.S.C. 2701, clearly defines the rule and 
responsibilities of the Department with 
respect to state and local governments. 

List of Subjects in 32 CFR Part 202 

Administrative practice and 
procedure, Environmental protection— 
restoration, Federal buildings and 
facilities, Organization and functions 
(government agencies). 

� Title 32 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, Chapter I, Subchapter M, is 
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amended by adding part 202 to read as 
follows: 

PART 202—RESTORATION ADVISORY 
BOARDS 

Subpart A—General Requirements 

Sec. 
202.1 Purpose, scope, definitions, and 

applicability. 
202.2 Criteria for establishment. 
202.3 Notification of formation of a 

restoration advisory board. 
202.4 Composition of a RAB. 

Subpart B—Operating Requirements 

202.5 Creating a mission statement. 
202.6 Selecting co-chairs. 
202.7 Developing operating procedures. 
202.8 Training RAB members. 
202.9 Conducting RAB meetings. 
202.10 RAB adjournment and dissolution. 
202.11 Documenting RAB activities. 

Subpart C—Administrative Support, 
Funding, and Reporting Requirements 

202.12 Administrative support and eligible 
expenses. 

202.13 Technical assistance for public 
participation. 

202.14 Documenting and reporting 
activities and expenses. 

Authority: 5 U.S.C. 551 et seq and 10 
U.S.C. 2705 

Subpart A—General Requirements 

§ 202.1 Purpose, scope, definitions, and 
applicability. 

(a) Purpose. The purpose of this part 
to establish regulations regarding the 
scope, characteristics, composition, 
funding, establishment, operation, 
adjournment, and dissolution of 
Restoration Advisory Boards (RABs). 

(b) Purpose and scope of 
responsibilities of RABs. The purpose of 
a RAB is to provide: 

(1) An opportunity for stakeholder 
involvement in the environmental 
restoration process at Department of 
Defense (DoD) installations. 
Stakeholders are those parties that may 
be affected by environmental restoration 
activities at the installation. 

(2) A forum for the early discussion 
and continued exchange of 
environmental restoration program 
information between DoD installations, 
regulatory agencies, tribes, and the 
community. 

(3) An opportunity for RAB members 
to review progress, participate in a 
dialogue with, and provide comments 
and advice to the installation’s decision 
makers concerning environmental 
restoration matters. Installations shall 
give careful consideration to the 
comments provided by the RAB 
members. 

(4) A forum for addressing issues 
associated with environmental 

restoration activities under the Defense 
Environmental Restoration Program 
(DERP) at DoD installations, including 
activities conducted under the Military 
Munitions Response program (MMRP) 
to address unexploded ordnance, 
discarded military munitions, and the 
chemical constituents of munitions. 
Environmental groups or advisory 
boards that address issues other than 
environmental restoration activities are 
not governed by this regulation. 

(c) Definitions. In this section: 
(1) Community RAB member shall 

mean those individuals identified by 
community members and appointed by 
the Installation Commander to 
participate in a RAB who live and/or 
work in the affected community or are 
affected by the installation’s 
environmental restoration program. 

(2) Environmental restoration shall 
include the identification, investigation, 
research and development, and cleanup 
of contamination from hazardous 
substances, including munitions and 
explosives of concern, and pollutants 
and contaminants. 

(3) Installation shall include active 
and closing DoD installations and 
formerly used defense sites (FUDS). 

(4) Installation Commander shall 
include the Commanding Officer or the 
equivalent of a Commanding Officer at 
active installations; the Installation 
Commander or other Military 
Department officials who close the 
facility and are responsible for its 
disposal at Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) installations; or the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers Project 
Management District Commander at 
FUDS. 

(5) Public participants shall include 
anyone else who may want to attend the 
RAB meetings, including those 
individuals that may not live and/or 
work in the affected community or may 
not be affected by the installation’s 
environmental restoration program but 
would like to attend and provide 
comments to the RAB. 

(6) Stakeholders are those parties that 
may be affected by environmental 
restoration activities at an installation, 
including family members of military 
personnel and civilian workers, local 
and state governments and EPA for NPL 
properties, tribal community members 
and indigenous people, and current 
landowners, as appropriate. 

(7) Tribes shall mean any Federally- 
recognized American Indian and Alaska 
Native governments as defined by the 
most current Department of Interior/ 
Bureau of Indian Affairs list of tribal 
entities published in the Federal 
Register pursuant to Section 104 of the 
Federally Recognized Tribe Act. 

(8) RAB adjournment shall mean 
when an Installation Commander, in 
consultation with the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), state, tribes, 
RAB members, and the local 
community, as appropriate, close the 
RAB based on a determination that there 
is no longer a need for a RAB or when 
community interest in the RAB 
declines. 

(9) RAB dissolution shall mean when 
an Installation Commander, with the 
appropriate Military Component’s 
Environmental Deputy Assistant 
Secretary’s approval, disbands a RAB 
that is no longer fulfilling the intended 
purpose of advising and providing 
community input to an Installation 
Commander and decision makers on 
environmental restoration projects. 
Installation Commanders are expected 
to make every reasonable effort to 
ensure that a RAB performs its role as 
effectively as possible and a concerted 
attempt is made to resolve issues that 
affect the RAB’s effectiveness. There are 
circumstances, however, that may 
prevent a RAB from operating 
effectively or fulfilling its intended 
purpose. 

(d) Other public involvement 
activities. A RAB should complement 
other community involvement efforts 
occurring at an installation; however, it 
does not replace other types of 
community outreach and participation 
activities required by applicable laws 
and regulations. 

(e) Applicability of regulations to 
existing RABs. The regulations in this 
part apply to all RABs regardless of 
when the RAB was established. 

(f) Guidance. The Office of the Deputy 
Under Secretary of Defense for 
Environment shall issue guidance 
regarding the scope, characteristics, 
composition, funding, establishment, 
operation, adjournment, and dissolution 
of RABs pursuant to this rule. The 
issuance of any such guidance shall not 
be a precondition to the establishment 
of RABs of the implementation of this 
part. 

§ 202.2 Criteria for establishment. 
(a) Determining if sufficient interest 

warrants establishing a RAB. A RAB 
should be established when there is 
sufficient and sustained community 
interest, and any of the following 
criteria are met: 

(1) The closure of an installation 
involves the transfer of property to the 
community, 

(2) At least 50 local citizens petition 
the installation for creation of a RAB. 

(3) Federal, state, tribal, or local 
government representatives request the 
formation of a RAB, or 
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(4) The installation determines the 
need for a RAB. To determine the need 
for establishing a RAB, an installation 
should: 

(i) Review correspondence files, 
(ii) Review media coverage, 
(iii) Consult local community 

members, 
(iv) Consult relevant government 

officials, and 
(v) Evaluate responses to 

communication efforts, such as notices 
placed in local newspapers and, if 
applicable, announced on the 
installations Web site. 

(b) Responsibility for forming or 
operating a RAB. The installation shall 
have lead responsibility for forming and 
operating a RAB. 

(c) Converting existing Technical 
Review Committees (TRCs) to RABs. In 
accordance with 10 U.S.C. 2705(d)(1), a 
RAB may fulfill the requirements of 10 
U.S.C. 2705(c), which directs DoD to 
establish TRCs. DoD recommends that, 
where TRCs or similar advisory groups 
already exist, the TRC or similar 
advisory group be considered for 
conversion to a RAB, provided there is 
sufficient and sustained interest within 
the community. 

§ 202.3 Notification of formation of a 
Restoration Advisory Board. 

Prior to establishing a RAB, an 
installation shall notify potential 
stakeholders of its intent to form a RAB. 
In announcing the formation of a RAB, 
the installation should describe the 
purpose of a RAB and discuss 
opportunities for membership. 

§ 202.4 Composition of a RAB. 
(a) Membership. At a minimum, each 

RAB shall include representatives from 
DoD and the community. RAB 
community membership shall be well 
balanced and reflect the diverse 
interests within the local community. 

(1) Government representation. The 
RAB may also include representatives 
from the EPA at the discretion of the 
Regional Administrator of the 
appropriate EPA Regional Office, and 
state, tribal, and local governments, as 
appropriate. At closing installations 
where BRAC Cleanup Teams (BCT) 
exist, representatives of the BCT may 
also serve as the government 
representative(s) of the RAB. The 
Department encourages individuals and 
agencies involved with BRAC to 
participate in RABs at closing 
installations. 

(2) Community representation. 
Community RAB members should live 
and/or work in the affected community 
or be affected by the installation’s 
environmental restoration program. 

While DoD encourages individual tribal 
members to participate on RABs, RABs 
in no way replace or serve as a 
substitute forum for the government-to- 
government relationship between DoD 
and Federally-recognized tribes. 

(i) To support the objective selection 
of community RAB members, 
installations will use a selection panel 
comprised of community members to 
nominate community RAB members. 
The Installation Commander, in 
consultation with the state, tribal, and 
local governments and EPA, as 
appropriate, will identify community 
interests and solicit names of 
individuals who can represent these 
interests on the selection panel. The 
panel will establish the procedures for 
nominating community RAB members, 
the process for reviewing community 
interest, and criteria for selecting 
community RAB members. The panel 
will transmit the list of RAB nominees 
to the Installation Commander for 
appointment. 

(ii) Following the panel nominations, 
the Installation Commander, in 
consultation with the state and EPA, as 
appropriate, will review the 
nominations to ensure the panel fairly 
represents the local community. The 
Installation Commander will accept or 
reject the entire list of RAB nominees 
for appointment. 

(b) Chairmanship. Each RAB 
established shall have two co-chairs, 
one representing the Dod installation 
and the other the community. Co-chairs 
shall be responsible for directing and 
managing the RAB operations. 

(c) Compensation for community 
members of the RAB. The community 
co-chair and community RAB members 
serve voluntarily. DoD will not 
compensate them for their participation. 

Subpart B—Operating Requirements 

§ 202.5 Creating a mission statement. 
The installation and community co- 

chair, in conjunction with the RAB 
members, shall determine the RAB 
mission statement in accordance with 
guidance provided by the DoD 
Components. 

§ 202.6 Selecting co-chairs. 
(a) DoD installation co-chair. The DoD 

installation co-chair shall be selected by 
the Installation Commander or 
equivalent, or in accordance with 
Military Component-specific guidance. 

b. Community co-chair. The 
community co-chair shall be selected by 
the community RAB members. 

§ 202.7 Developing operating procedures. 
Each RAB shall develop a set of 

operating procedures and the co-chairs 

are responsible for carrying them out. 
Areas that should be addressed in the 
procedures include: 

(a) Clearly defined goals and 
objectives for the RAB, as determined by 
the co-chairs in consultation with the 
RAB, 

(b) Meeting announcements, 
(c) Attendance requirements of 

members at meetings, 
(d) Development, approval and 

distribution procedures for the minutes 
of RAB meetings, 

(e) Meeting frequency and location, 
(f) Rules of order, 
(g) The frequency and procedures for 

conducting training, 
(h) Procedures for selecting or 

replacing co-chairs and selecting, 
replacing, or adding RAB members, 

(i) Specifics on the size of the RAB, 
periods of membership, and co-chair 
length of service, 

(j) Review of public comments and 
responses, 

(k) Participation of the general public, 
(l) Keeping the public informed about 

proceedings of the RAB, 
(m) Discussing the agenda for the next 

meeting and issues to be addressed, and 
(n) Methods for resolving disputes. 

§ 202.8 Training RAB members. 
Training is not required for RAB 

members. It may be advisable, however, 
to provide RAB members with some 
initial orientation training regarding the 
purpose and responsibilities of the RAB, 
familiarization on cleanup technologies, 
chemicals of concern, and sampling 
protocols, as well as informing them of 
the availability of independent technical 
advice and document review through 
EPA’s Technical Assistant Grant 
program and DoD’s Technical 
Assistance for Public Participation 
(TAPP) program, to enable them to 
fulfill their responsibilities. Training 
should be site-specific and beneficial to 
RAB members. The DoD installation 
may also provide in-house assistance to 
discuss technical issues. Funding for 
training activities must be within the 
scope of administrative support for 
RABs, as permitted in § 202.12. 

§ 202.9 Conducting RAB meetings. 
(a) Public participation. RAB meetings 

will be open to the public. 
(1) The installation co-chair shall 

prepare and publish a timely public 
notice in a local newspaper of general 
circulation announcing each RAB 
meeting. If applicable, it is 
recommended that the meeting also be 
announced on the installation’s Web 
site. 

(2) Each RAB meeting shall be held at 
a reasonable time and in a manner or 
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place reasonably accessible to and 
usable by all participants, including 
persons with disabilities. 

(3) Presentation materials and 
readable maps should be provided to all 
meeting participants as appropriate. 

(4) Interested persons shall be 
permitted to attend, appear before, or 
file statements with any RAB, subject to 
such reasonable rules or regulations as 
may be prescribed. Open solicitation of 
public comments shall be permitted and 
members of the public will have a 
designated time on the agenda to speak 
to the RAB committee as a whole. 

(b) Nature of discussions. The 
installation shall give careful 
consideration to all comments provided 
by individual RAB members. Group 
consensus is not a prerequisite for RAB 
input. Each member of the RAB may 
provide advice as an individual; 
however, when a RAB decides to vote 
or poll for consensus, only community 
members should participate. 

(c) Meeting minutes. The installation 
co-chair, in coordination with the 
community co-chair, shall prepare the 
minutes of each RAB meeting. 

(1) The RAB meeting minutes shall 
contain a record of the persons present; 
a complete and accurate description of 
matters discussed and comments 
received; and copies of all reports 
received, issued, or approved by the 
RAB. The accuracy of all minutes shall 
be certified by the RAB co-chairs. RAB 
minutes should be kept in the 
information repository; however, if the 
RAB minutes reflect decision-making, 
copies should also be documented in 
the Administrative Record. 

(2) The records, reports, minutes, 
appendixes, working papers, drafts, 
studies, agenda, or other documents that 
were made available to or prepared for 
or by each RAB shall be available for 
public inspection and copying at a 
publicly accessible location, such as the 
information repositories established 
under the installation’s Community 
Relations Plan, a public library, or in the 
offices of the installation to which the 
RAB reports, until the RAB ceases to 
exist. 

§ 202.10 RAB adjournment and 
dissolution. 

(a) RAB adjournment.—(1) 
Requirements for RAB adjournment. An 
Installation Commander may adjourn a 
RAB with input from the community 
when there is no longer a need for a 
RAB or when community interest in the 
RAB no longer exists. An Installation 
Commander may consider adjourning 
the RAB in the following situations: 

(i) A record of decision has been 
signed for all DERP sites on the 
installation, 

(ii) An installation has achieved 
response complete at all sites and no 
further environmental restoration 
decisions are required, 

(iii) An installation has all remedies 
in place, 

(iv) The RAB has achieved the desired 
end goal as defined in the RAB 
Operating Procedures, 

(v) There is no longer sufficient, 
sustained community interest, as 
documented by the installation with 
RAB community members and 
community-at-large input, to sustain the 
RAB. The installation shall continue to 
monitor for any changes in community 
interest that could warrant reactivating 
or reestablishing the RAB, or 

(vi) The installation has been 
transferred out of DoD control and day- 
to-day responsibility for making 
restoration response decisions has been 
assumed by the transferee. 

(2) Adjournment procedures. If the 
Installation Commander is considering 
adjourning the RAB, the Installation 
Commander shall: 

(i) Consult with EPA, state, tribes, 
RAB members, and the local 
community, as appropriate, regarding 
adjourning the RAB and consider all 
responses before making a final 
decision. 

(ii) Document the rationale for 
adjournment in a memorandum in a 
memorandum for inclusion in the 
Administrative Record, notify the public 
of the decision through written notice to 
the RAB members and through 
publication of a notice in a local 
newspaper of general circulation, and 
describe other ongoing public 
involvement opportunities that are 
available if the Installation Commander 
decides to adjourn the RAB. 

(b) RAB dissolution.—(1) 
Requirements for RAB dissolution. An 
Installation Commander may 
recommend dissolution of a RAB when 
a RAB is no longer fulfilling the 
intended purpose of advising and 
providing community input to an 
Installation Commander and decision 
makers on environmental restoration 
projects as described in § 202.1(b). 

(2) Dissolution procedures. If the 
Installation Commander is considering 
dissolving the RAB, the Installation 
Commander shall: 

(i) Consult with EPA, state, tribal and 
local government representatives, as 
appropriate, regarding dissolving the 
RAB. 

(ii) Notify the RAB community co- 
chair and members in writing of the 
intent to dissolve the RAB and the 

reasons for doing so and provide the 
RAB members 30 days to respond in 
writing. The Installation Commander 
shall consider RAB member responses, 
and in consultation with EPA, state, 
tribal and local government 
representatives, as appropriate, 
determine the appropriate actions. 

(iii) Notify the public of the proposal 
to dissolve the RAB and provide a 30- 
day public comment period on the 
proposal, if the Installation Commander 
decides to proceed with dissolution. At 
the conclusion of the public comment 
period, the Installation Commander will 
review the public comments, consult 
with EPA, state, tribal and local 
government representatives, as 
appropriate, and, if the Installation 
Commander still believes dissolution is 
appropriate, render a recommendation 
to that effect. 

(iv) Send the recommendation, 
responsiveness summary, and all 
supporting documentation via the 
chain-of-command to the Military 
Component’s Environmental Deputy 
Assistant Secretary (or equivalent) for 
approval or disapproval. The Military 
Component’s Environmental Deputy 
Assistant Secretary (or equivalent) shall 
notify the Office of the Deputy Under 
Secretary of Defense (Installations & 
Environment) (or equivalent) of the 
decision to approve or disapprove the 
request to dissolve the RAB and the 
rationale for that decision. 

(v) Document the recommendation, 
responsiveness summary, and the 
rationale for dissolution in a 
memorandum for inclusion in the 
Administrative Record, notify the public 
of the decision through written notice to 
the RAB members and through 
publication of a notice in a local 
newspaper of general circulation and 
describe other ongoing public 
involvement opportunities that are 
available, once the Military 
Component’s Environmental Deputy 
Assistant Secretary (or equivalent) 
makes a final decision. 

(c) Reestablishing an adjourned or 
dissolved RAB. An Installation 
Commander may reestablish an 
adjourned or dissolved RAB if there is 
sufficient and sustained community 
interest in doing so, and there are 
environmental restoration activities still 
ongoing at the installation or that may 
start up again. Where a RAB is 
adjourned or dissolved and 
environmental restoration activities 
continue, the Installation Commander 
should reassess community interest at 
least every 24 months. When all 
environmental restoration decisions 
have been made and required remedies 
are in place and are properly operating 
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at an installation, reassessment of the 
community interest for reestablishing 
the RAB is not necessary. When 
additional environmental restoration 
decisions have to be made resulting 
from subsequent actions, such as long- 
term management and five-year reviews, 
the installation will reassess community 
interest for reestablishing the RAB. 
Where the reassessment finds sufficient 
and sustained community interest at 
previously adjourned or dissolved 
RABs, the Installation Commander 
should reestablish a RAB. Where the 
reassessment does not find sufficient 
and sustained community interest in 
reestablishing the RAB, the Installation 
Commander shall document in a 
memorandum for the record the 
procedures followed in the reassessment 
and the findings of the reassessment. 
This document shall be included in the 
Administrative Record for the 
installation. If there is interest in 
reestablishment at a previously 
dissolved RAB, but the Installation 
Commander determines that the same 
conditions exist that required the 
original dissolution, he or she will 
request, through the chain-of-command 
to the Military Component’s Deputy 
Assistant Secretary, an exception to 
reestablishing the RAB. If those 
conditions no longer exist at a 
previously dissolved RAB, and there is 
sufficient and sustained interest in 
reestablishment, the Installation 
Commander should recommend to the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary that the RAB 
be reestablished. The Deputy Assistant 
Secretary will take the Installation 
Commander’s recommendation under 
advisement and may approve that RAB 
for reestablishment. 

(d) Public comment. If the Installation 
Commander intends to recommend 
dissolution of a RAB or reestablish a 
dissolved RAB, the Installation 
Commander shall notify the public of 
the proposal to dissolve or reestablish 
the RAB and provide a 30-day public 
comment period on the proposal. At the 
conclusion of the public comment 
period, the Installation Commander 
shall review public comments; consult 
with EPA and state, tribal, or local 
government representatives, as 
appropriate; prepare a responsiveness 
summary; and render a 
recommendation. The recommendation, 
responsiveness summary, and all 
supporting documentation should be 
sent via the chain-of-command to the 
Military Component’s Environmental 
Deputy Assistant Secretary (or 
equivalent) for approval or disapproval. 
The Installation Commander shall notify 
the public of the decision. 

§ 202.11 Documenting RAB activities. 

(a) The installation shall document 
information on the activities of a RAB 
in the Information Repository. These 
activities shall include, but are not 
limited to: 

(1) Installation’s efforts to survey 
community interest in forming a RAB, 

(2) Steps taken to establish a RAB 
where there is sufficient and sustained 
community interest, 

(3) How the RAB related to the overall 
community involvement program, and 

(4) Steps taken to adjourn, dissolve, or 
reestablish the RAB. 

(b) When RAB input has been used in 
decision-making, it should be 
documented as part of the 
Administrative Record. 

Subpart C—Administrative Support, 
Funding, and Reporting Requirements 

§ 202.12 Administrative support and 
eligible expenses. 

(a) Administrative support. Subject to 
the availability of funding, the 
installation shall provide administrative 
support to establish and operate a RAB. 

(b) Eligible administrative expenses 
for a RAB. The following activities 
specifically and directly associated with 
establishing and operating a RAB shall 
qualify as an administrative expense of 
a RAB: 

(1) RAB establishment. 
(2) Membership selection. 
(3) Training if it is: 
(i) Site specific and benefits the 

establishment and operation of a RAB. 
(ii) Relevant to the environmental 

restoration activities occurring at the 
installation. 

(4) Meeting announcements. 
(5) Meeting facilities. 
(6) Meeting facilitators, including 

translators. 
(7) Preparation of meeting agenda 

materials and minutes. 
(8) RAB-member mailing list 

maintenance and RAB materials 
distribution. 

(c) Funding. Subject to the availability 
of funds, administrative support to 
RABs may be funded as follows: 

(1) At active installations, 
administrative expenses for a RAB shall 
be paid using funds from the Military 
Component’s Environmental Restoration 
accounts. 

(2) At BRAC installations, 
administrative expenses for a RAB shall 
be paid using BRAC funds. 

(3) At FUDS, administrative expenses 
for a RAB shall be paid using funds 
from the Environmental Restoration 
account for the Formerly Used Defense 
Sites program. 

§ 202.13 Technical assistance for public 
participation. 

Community members of a RAB or 
TRC may request technical assistance 
for interpreting scientific and 
engineering issues with regard to the 
nature of environmental hazards at the 
installation and environmental 
restoration activities conducted, or 
proposed to be conducted, at the 
installation in accordance with 10 
U.S.C. 2705(e) and the TAPP regulations 
located in 32 CFR Part 203. 

§ 202.14 Documenting and reporting 
activities and expenses. 

The installation at which a RAB is 
established shall document the 
activities and meeting minutes and 
record the administrative expenses 
associated with the RAB in the 
information repository at a publicly 
accessible location. Installations shall 
use internal department and Military 
Component-specific reporting 
mechanisms to submit required 
information on RAB activities and 
expenditures. 

Dated: May 1, 2006. 
L.M. Bynum, 
OSD Federal Register Liaison Officer, 
Department of Defense. 
[FR Doc. 06–4246 Filed 5–11–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 5001–06–M 

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND 
SECURITY 

Coast Guard 

33 CFR Part 165 

[CGD09–06–024] 

RIN 1625–AA00 

Safety Zone; Rockets for Schools, 
Sheboygan, WI 

AGENCY: Coast Guard, DHS. 
ACTION: Temporary final rule. 

SUMMARY: The Coast Guard is 
establishing a temporary safety zone in 
Sheboygan, WI, for the Rockets for 
Schools model rocket launch. This 
safety zone is needed to protect 
personnel and property from hazards 
associated with the storage, preparation, 
launching and recovery of model 
rockets, as well as for protection of the 
general public and vessels near where 
the rockets are being launched. Entry 
into this zone is prohibited unless 
authorized by the Captain of the Port or 
his duly appointed representative. 
DATES: This rule is effective from 8 a.m. 
(local) on May 13, 2006 through 5 p.m. 
(local) on May 13, 2006. 
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MCAS Cherry Point Fact Sheets 



Five-Year Review

Operable Unit 1
Site Overview
Operable Unit 1 is an industrial area in the southern portion
of the installation. It consists of 12sites, grouped because
of their proximityto each other in the industrialized portion
of the base. Seven of these sites have been identified as
sources of groundwater contamination nearand under
Building 133. The primary contaminants of concern are
volatile organic compounds (usually solvents).

An Operable Unit (OU) is
a graup of sites that are
treated together du ring

initial investigations, often
because of proximity
to each other, similar

cleanup requirements, or
historical use.

Cleanup Activities
Soil . An air sparge/soil vapor
extraction system began
operation in September 1998
to remove volatile organic
compounds from the soil.
However, evaluation of the
system indicated that it was
not effectively cleaning up
the soil and was not cost
effective. Therefore, the
system was shut down in
February 2005.

The Navy, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPAI,
and the North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural
Resources (NCDENR) have completed a five-year review
of ongoing environmental cleanup actions at MCAS Cherry
Point. The purpose of the five-year review is to ensure that the
cleanup actions are continuing
to protect human health
and the environment. Seven
"operable units," covering 26
sites, were evaluated in this
five-year review.

The next five-year reviewfor
MCAS Cherry Point will be
completed by March 2013.

So il vapor extraction (5VE)
systems remove harmful
chemicals, in the form of

vapors, from the soil above
the water table. Vapors are
the gases that form when
chemicals evaporate. The
vapors are removed from
the ground by applying a
vacuum to pull them out.

This fact sheet describes the Department
of Defense's (DoD's) environmenta l
cleanup prog ram at Marine Corps Air
Stati on Cherry Point .

Specifically, the 000, working in
partnership with the U.S. Environm enta l
Protection Agency and the North Carolina
Department of Environment and Natural
Resources, has just completed a f ive-year
review of ongoing environmental clea nup
acti ons. The purp ose of the five-year
review is to ensure that current cleanup
activities are effectively protecting human
health and the environment.

This fact sheet provides an overview of the
five-year review and how you can learn
more about the cleanup program.

Introduction
MarineCorps Air Station (MCAS) Cherry Point is a military
installation near Havelock, North Carolina. The Air Station
provides training and supportfor the Fleet Marine Force
Atlantic aviation units and serves as a primaryaviation
supply point.

In more than 60years of operation since MCAS Cherry Point
was commissioned in 1942, a variety of wastes have been
generated. Past spills and formerly-acceptable use and
disposal practices have resulted in soil and groundwater
contamination at various "sites" on the installation.

The Department of Defense (000) is responsible for
identifying, assessing, and cleaning up contamination
resulting from past handling, storage, and disposal of
these potentially hazardous wastes. This investigation
and cleanup is being conducted under the Navy's
Installation Restoration Program (lRPI and under
provisions of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA),
commonly referred to as "Superfund."
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Sites in Operable Unit 1

Site 15 isadrainage ditch and the area behind the Fleet
Readiness Center where wastes were washeddownfloor drains.

Site 42 is theIndustrial Wastewater Treatment Plant where
waste streams from the Industrial Area Sewer System (Site 47)
aredischarged.

Site 47, the Industrial Area Sewer System, isasystem of
underground pipesand aboveground drains that convey industrial
wastewater to thetreatment plant (Site 42).

Site 51 (BUilding 137) isaformer plaling shop where
a3-foot-deepsump was locatedto contain spills and
tank overflows.

Site 52 (Building 133) isaformer plaling shop and drainage
ditchwhere a2.5-foot-deep sump was located tocontain spi lls
andtank overflows.

Site 92 includes apart of the groundwater plume near the Stripper
Barn portion of Building 137,where paint is removed from aircraft.

Site 98 includes apart of the groundwater plume southeast of
theIndustrial Wastewater Treatment Plant, near Building 4032.

Site 16, the Sandy Branch Landfill, was also identified as
contributingto the groundwater plume; however, these
contributionsare minimal and are not aprimary source of
groundwater contamination at QU1.

Sites inOperable Unit 2

Site 10 isapproximately 40 acres and served as the primary
disposal site at MCAS Cherry Point between 1955 and the mid-1 980s.

Site 44A isarelatively small area within the boundary of Site 10
where sludgefrom the sewage treatment plant was applied.

Site 46 consistsof two inactive, unlined ponds that served as
aeration basins for wastewater fromthe sewagetreatment plant.

Site 76 consists of abuilding and parking lot where personal
vehicles arerepaired.

Operable Unit 2
Site Overview
OU2 is located in the west-central partof the installation. It
consists of four sites, grouped because of their proximity to
the oldsanitary landfill (Site 10). Investigations reveal soil and
groundwater are contaminated from priordisposal practices
at Site 10. The primary contaminants of concern are volatile
organic compounds.

Pump-and-treat (P&T), a
common method for cleaning
up groundwater, involves using
pumps to bring contaminated

groundwater to the surface
where it can be treated,

often using carbon filtration .
Cleaned water is then released

away from the contaminated
area, either in surface ponds

or below-ground.

Cleanup Activities
Soil. A soil vaporextraction system was installed in 1998
to clean up soil at OU2. The system was designed to treat

OU1 -Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plant four areas of soil contamination, known as "Hotspots" 1-4.

Next Steps
Ongoing investigations to determine the extent of
groundwater contamination and alternatives for cleanup
are underway. Cleanup alternatives will be evaluated and
the best alternative will be selected and documented in
a Record of Decision (ROD), which is scheduled to be
completed by 2010.

Groundwater. A pump
and-treat system began
operation in February
1998 to remove volatile
organic compounds from
groundwater. However,
detailed analysis revealed
that it was not performing
effectively, and continued
operation could interfere
with future studies that
would address the entire
area of groundwater
contamination. Therefore, the pump-and-treat system was
shut down in February 2005. Other technologies to clean up
the groundwater contamination at OU1 are being evaluated.

Protection of Human Health
and the Environment
In the short-term, human health and the environment are
protected by "institutional controls" (e.g., fences, restrictions
on groundwater useor construction, etc.). These institutional
controls prevent exposure to contaminated groundwater.
However, for the remedy to be protective in the long-term, a
final cleanup alternative covering the entire OU groundwater
contamination area will beselected.



Next Steps
Groundwater monitoring will continue at OU2 to ensure
that monitored natural attention is effectively cleaning
up groundwater. In addition, othertechnologies are being
evaluated to clean up soil at Hotspot 2.

Protection of
Human Hea lth and the Environment
The remedy at OU2 currently protects human health and the
environment in theshort term because institutional controls are
preventing exposure to contaminated soil and groundwater.

Monitored natural attenuation
(MNA) relies on natural
processes to clean up or

"attenuate" contaminated
soil and groundwater.

Natural attenuation occurs
at most sites; however, the
right conditions must exist
underground for natural
attenuation to clean sites

adequately. Scientists
"monitor" or test these

conditions to make sure
natural attenuation is working.

Air sparging (AS) uses air to
help remove harmful vapors
from contaminated soil and

groundwater below the water
table. When air is pumped

underground, the chemicals
evaporate faster, which makes

them easier to remove.

Operable Unit 3
Site Overview
OU3 is located in the west-central part of MCAS Cherry Point.
It consists of two sites (Sites 6 and 7) that were grouped
because of their proximityand common waste types.
Investigations at OU3 indicate that the soil and groundwater
are contaminated from priordisposal practices. The primary
contaminants of concern are volatile organic compounds,
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, metals, and pesticides.

Sites inOperable Unit 3

Site 6 consists of three former unlined ponds where fly ash and
cinders from the former power plant were disposed from the 1940s
to 1970.

Site 7 was an incineration and open-burning ground used from the
1940s unti I approximately 1955.

Cleanup Activities
Soil. In 2000, an air
sparging system was
installed in-place
("in situ"] to treat
soil contaminated
with volatile organic
compounds, primarily
benzene. Evaluation
of the system
indicated that benzene
concentrations were
effectively reduced
and were not leaching down toward groundwater; therefore,
the air sparging system was shut down in 2003.

An evaluation of the soil vaporextraction system revealed
that contaminants were reduced below cleanup levels
at Hotspots 1, 3, and 4, but contamination remained at
Hotspot 2. Therefore, the system was shut down in 2005,
and other technologies to clean up remaining contamination
at Hotspot 2 are currently being evaluated.

Groundwater. Monitored
natural attenuation
was selected as the
cleanup alternative
for groundwater at
OU2. Annual long-term
monitoring began in
January 2002. In 2007,
groundwater sampling
was increased from
yearly to quarterly, to
betterevaluate seasonal
and long4erm changes
in concentrations of
contaminants.

OU2 - Soil Vapor
Extraction System
Emission Stack

Groundwater. Monitored natural attention was selected as
the cleanup alternative for groundwater at OU3. Annual long
term monitoring began in October 2002. In 2007, groundwater
sampling was increased from yearly to quarterly, to better
evaluate seasonal and long-term changes in concentrations
of contaminants.

Based on groundwater sampling results, monitored
natural attention has been effective in reducing
contaminants of concern.



Protection of Human Health
and the Environment
The soil cleanup action at OU3 is protective of human health
and the environment because the system effectively cleaned
up soil contaminants. The monitored natural attenuation
remedy for groundwater is expected to protect human health
and the environment when completed. In the short-term,
institutional controls are preventing exposure to contaminated
soil and groundwater.

Next Steps
Groundwater monitoring will continue to ensure that monitored
natural attention is effectively cleaning up groundwater.

OU3 - FencingandSign Restricting SiteAccess

Operable Unit 4

Site Overview
OU4 is located in the northwest-central portion of the base.
It consists of two sites, Areas A and B. Investigations
indicate that the groundwater is contaminated from prior
disposal activities at Area A. The primary contaminant of
concern is benzene.

Sites at Operable Unit 4

Area A includes Site 4, the borrow piVlandfil l northof Runway
14L and includesareas where soil was excavated for use asfill
material at another location.

Area Bwas used for farming prior to the construction ofthe Air
Station and was later developed into alined drum storage area.

Cleanup Activities
Groundwater. Monitored natural attention was selected
asthe cleanup alternative for groundwater at OU4. Semi
annual long-term monitoring began in May 2006. In 2007,
groundwater sampling was increased from semi-annually to
quarterly, to betterevaluate seasonal and long-term changes
in concentrations of contaminants.

Based on groundwater sampling results, monitored natural
attention has been effective in reducing contaminants
of concern.

Protection of Human Health
and the Environment
The monitored natural attenuation remedy for groundwater
is expected to protect human health and the environment
when completed. In the short-term, institutional controls are
preventing exposure to contaminated groundwater.

Next Steps
Groundwater monitoring will continue to ensure that monitored
natural attention is effectively cleaning upgroundwater.

OU4 - Monitoring Wells

Operable Unit 5

Site Overview
OU5 is located in the northeastern portion of the base. It
consists of two sites, Sites 1 and 2, grouped because of their
proximity, history, and common waste types. Investigations
indicate that the groundwater is contaminated from prior
disposal practices at Site 2. The primary contaminants of
concern arevolatile organic compounds.



Sites at Operable Unit 6

Site 12 currently consists of one active, modern burn pit with a
concrete lining and drains to collect fire-fighting water used during
training exercises.

Cleanup Activities
Soil. Contaminated soil beneath the former location of Burn
Pit Ewas excavated and disposed of off-site at a permitted
disposal facility. This "remedial action"was completed in
March 2007.

Operable Unit 6
Site Overview
OU6 is the eastern portion of Runway 28, located along
the eastern edge of MCAS Cherry Point. It consists of one
investigation area, Site 12. Primitive burn-pits (Burn Pits A
through E) were identified in historical aerial photographs.
Investigations at OU6 indicate that the soil and groundwater are
contaminated from prior activities at Site 12, primarily beneath
former Burn PitE. The primary contaminants of concern are
volatile organic compounds, semi-volatile organic compounds,
and metals.

Groundwater. Monitored natural attenuation was selected
to treat groundwater at OU6. Long-term monitoring as part of
monitored natural attention began in June 2007 and will be
conducted quarterly.

Voluntary groundwater monitoring began at OU6 in May 2005.
All organic contaminants of concern are currently below
selected criteria, indicating natural degradation is occurring.
However, arsenic remains above selected criteria, indicating

OU5 - BorrowPit/Landfill Area that attenuation of this metal will be a longer process.

Sites at Operable Unit 5

Site 1, currently wooded, was reportedly aformer borrow pit/landfil l.

Site 2,currently wooded ,was also aborrow/pit landfill.

Some chemical waste is reported tohave been disposed of at both
sites. Wastes found at both sites consisted of rubble, trash, vehicle
batteries, crushed 55-gallon drums,and construction debris.

Cleanup Activities
Groundwater. Monitored natural attention was selected
as the cleanup alternative for groundwater at OU5. Semi
annual long-term monitoring began in May 2006. In 2007,
groundwater sampling was increased from semi-annually to
quarterly, to betterevaluate seasonal and long-term changes
in concentrations of contaminants.

Based on results from recent groundwater sampling, the only
contaminant exceeding the remediation goal is vinyl chloride.
However, concentrations appear to bedecreasing over time.

Protect ion of Human Health
and the Environment
The monitored natural attenuation remedy for groundwater
is expected to protect human health and the environment
when completed. In the short-term, institutional controls are
preventing exposure to contaminated groundwater.

Next Steps
Groundwater monitoring will continue to ensure that monitored
natural attention is effectively cleaning upgroundwater.



Protection of Human Health
and the Environment
The soil removal at OU6 has protected human health and
the environment by effectively removing contaminated
soil and eliminating the potential source for ongoing
groundwater contamination.

Monitored natural attenuation is expected to protect human
health and the environment when completed. In the short
term, institutional controls are preventing exposure to
contaminated groundwater.

Next Steps
Groundwater monitoring will continue to ensure that monitored
natural attention is effectively cleaning upgroundwater

Operable Unit 13

Site Overview
OU 13 is located in the southeastern portion of the base near
Runway 32. It consists of three sites (Sites 19, 21, and 448),
grouped because of their proximity. Investigations indicate
that the groundwater is contaminated from priordisposal
practices at all three sites. The primary contaminants of
concern are volatile organic compounds.

Sitesin Operable Unit13

Sites 19and 21 are borrowpit/landfill areas that were used for
waste disposal between the 1950sand the 1960s. Fly ash and
wastesfrom the Air Station may have been disposed of at thesesites.
Site448was used for the appl icationof sludgefrom the Air Stat ion
sewagetreatment plant inthe 1980s.

Cleanup Activities
Monitored natural attenuation was selected to treat
groundwater at OU 13. Long-term monitoring began in May
2006 and will beconducted semi-annually.

Sampling results indicate that monitored natural attenuation is
working. Inthree of the seven monitoring wells, contaminants
of concern were not detected for at least fourconsecutive
rounds of sampling. Overall, concentrations of volatile organic
compounds in the groundwater have decreased.

Protection of Human Health
and the Environment
Monitored natural attenuation is expected to protect
human health and the environment when completed. In the
short-term, institutional controls are preventing exposure to
contaminated groundwater.
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Next Steps
Groundwater monitoring will continue at the remaining four
monitoring wells to ensure that monitored natural attention is
effectively cleaning up groundwater.

OU13 - Monitoring Wells

For More Information
More information about environmental cleanup at MCAS
Cherry Point can befound online at:

http://public.lantops-ir.orglsites/public/cherrypoint/default.aspx

The web sites includes a brief historical overview ofthe
installation, information about environmental sites, maps,
glossaries ofterms and acronyms, links to other useful sites, and
more information about the environmental restoration process.

Similar informationcan also be found at:

Havelock-Craven CountyPublic Library
301 Cunningham Boulevard
Havelock, NC 28532
Phone: (252) 447-7500

The Administrative Record, which is the legal record of all the
information reviewed and considered to make site cleanup
decisions, can beviewed online at:

http://public.lantops-ir.org/sites/public/cherrypoint/
AdminRecord.aspx

For more information, please contact:

Ms. Janice Nielsen
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Mid-Atlantic
Code OPNCEV
9742 Maryland Avenue
Norfolk, VA 23511-3095
Phone: (757) 322-8339
Fax: (757) 322-4805



MMCCAASS  CChheerrrryy  PPooiinntt  EEnnvviirroonnmmeennttaall  RReessttoorraattiioonn  PPrrooggrraamm  
Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Cherry Point is a military installation located in the City of Havelock, midway 
between New Bern and Morehead City, North Carolina, approximately 90 miles west–southwest of Cape Hatteras. 
The Air Station, commissioned in 1942, provides training, support, and supplies for the Fleet Marine Force Atlantic 
aviation units.  

Environmental Restoration Program 
The Navy is investigating potentially‐contaminated soil, groundwater, surface water, and sediment at MCAS Cherry 
Point under a program called the Installation Restoration Program (IRP). The Navy is also investigating old munitions 
sites under the Munitions Response Program (MRP). Together, the IRP and the MRP make up the Environmental 
Restoration Program.  

Environmental investigations began at MCAS Cherry Point in the early 1980s. In 1994, MCAS Cherry Point was added 
to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s National Priorities List. In 2005, the Navy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, and North Carolina Department of Environmental and Natural Resources negotiated a Federal Facility 
Agreement, under which all work at IRP sites and potential sites is reviewed and a course of action for each site is 
developed.  

IRP sites are defined as discrete areas where hazardous substances or wastes have been deposited, stored, disposed 
of, or placed. The sites are grouped into Operable Units, as shown on page 2. The history and current status of each 
site is available through the Site Descriptions webpage at http://go.usa.gov/TZO. 

Community Involvement Plan 
The purpose of a Community Involvement Plan is to outline how MCAS Cherry Point will continue to meet the needs 
of the local community for information about and participation in the ongoing investigation and remediation 
processes at the Air Station. The Community Involvement Plan is based on information gathered from interviewing 
local resident and community leaders.  

Administrative Record 
An Administrative Record File has been established for the Environmental Restoration Program at MCAS Cherry 
Point. The Administrative Record is a compilation of all documents that the DoD uses to select a remedial action or 
removal action for a site. The Administrative Record will also serve as the basis for any future legal review of 
decisions made by the DoD concerning remedial action taken at a site.  

A copy of the MCAS Cherry Point administrative record file is available for review through the Administrative Record 
webpage at http://go.usa.gov/TZO and can be accessed at the public library in Havelock, North Carolina. 

Restoration Advisory Board  
The MCAS Cherry Point Restoration Advisory Board was established in 1995 and is comprised of local community 
members, environmental regulators, local government representatives, Navy representatives, and other interested 
parties. The Restoration Advisory Board assists the Navy in developing cleanup priorities and acts as a focal point for 
the exchange of information between the base and local community on matters relating to MCAS Cherry Point’s 
environmental cleanup program. 

The Restoration Advisory Board meets on quarterly at the Havelock Tourist and Event Center. Meetings are 
advertised in the Havelock News, Windsock, Carteret County News Times, and Sun Journal. RAB meetings are always 
open to the public. For more information about the MCAS Cherry Point Restoration Advisory Board contact:

Mr. William Potter 
Installation Co‐Chair 
Installation Restoration Program Manager 
252‐466‐5376 

Ms. Patricia McClellan‐Green 
Community Co‐Chair 
Restoration Advisory Board 
252‐222‐6367 
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“Yesterday’s Pollution, Today’s Solution”

Restoration Advisory Board

A Decade of Success
The Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Cherry Point
Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) is approaching a

decade of continuous service as community

liaisons between MCAS Cherry Point and
surrounding communities in the environmental

restoration process at Cherry Point.

The U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) initiated an
environmental cleanup program at military

installations known as the Installation Restoration

Program (IRP); the DoD equivalent to the U.S.

Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
“Superfund” program. The purpose of the IRP is to

identify, evaluate, and cleanup past environmental

contamination at DoD facilities. A fundamental
aspect of the IRP is the involvement of the

community and the establishment of the RAB

provides a forum for community involvement in the

restoration process. Through the RAB, the
community is provided the opportunity to learn

more about the restoration process, ask questions

about the procedures for cleanup, and advise those
responsible for the restoration. RAB members

serve in an advisory capacity and meet on a

regular basis with Navy, Marine Corps, USEPA,

and State representatives to review and discuss
restoration issues at MCAS Cherry Point.

Established in December 1995 with the selection of
six area community members, the MCAS Cherry

Point RAB is comprised of interested and

concerned community members who reflect the

diverse interest of the local community. Designed
to serve as a focal point for the exchange of

information between MCAS Cherry Point and the

community regarding current and future

environmental restoration activities, the RAB
reviews progress and provides input into current

investigations and ongoing remedial cleanup
projects as well as future studies and remediation.

Of the eight present-day RAB members, Patricia
McClellan-Green (Co-Chair), Grace Evans (Past

Co-Chair), and Neil Scarborough were selected as

part of the initial RAB and have served for the

entire 10-year existence of the Cherry Point RAB.
Four members, William “Bill” Smart, Georgiana

Bircher, James “Jim” Berry, and Ray Silverthorne

have served six years each with Robert Meadows,

the newest member, serving nearly three years.
The present-day RAB has contributed over 50

years of service to the community.

In addition to RAB meetings, members attend

public meetings on proposed remedial actions at

select restoration sites at Cherry Point, sponsor

and attend cleanup sites tours for RAB members
and Duke University Marine Lab students, and

attend Navy RAB conferences. In March 2002, the

USEPA, NCDENR, and the Air Station, in a RAB
Recognition Day event, officially recognized the

RAB’s outstanding service to the local community

by serving as the community’s eyes and ears in

environmental restoration activities at Cherry Point.

Come December 2005, the MCAS Cherry Point

Restoration Advisory Board will have accomplished
their “Decade of Success”.

Jeff Christopher

Environmental Engineer
Installation Restoration Program

Marine Corps Air Station,

Cherry Point
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Records of Decision Signed

In August/September 2005, MCAS Cherry Point
signed and the USEPA and State of North Carolina

concurred with the Records of Decision (RODs) for

Operable Unit 4 (OU4) and Operable Unit 13

(OU13). The RODs formalizes the selection of a
fully protective yet cost effective long-term solution

at four MCAS Cherry Point's Installation

Restoration Program (IRP) Sites: Site 4 (OU4),
Borrow Pit/Landfill north of Runway 14R; Site 19

(OU13), Borrow Pit/Landfill north of Runway 32L;

Site 21 (OU13), Borrow Pit/Landfill south of

Runway 32L; and Site 44b (OU13), Former Sludge
Application Area. These are the fourth and fifth

RODs promulgated at MCAS Cherry Point and

represent a major accomplishment for the Cherry
Point restoration team. Because OU4 and OU13

experienced similar disposal practices and

chemical releases, the remedy selection process

for those OUs have progressed together and are
very similar.

The RODs rely heavily upon institutional controls,
implementation of which was made possible by

execution of the Federal Facility Agreement in May

2005 and the Land Use Control Assurance Plan in

May 1999, to ensure that land use assumptions
made in developing the remedy will remain valid

throughout the life of the cleanup effort. This

approach allowed the selection of monitored

natural attenuation (MNA), a slower acting but far

less costly alternative, as the remedy for

groundwater water. The selected remedy's three
major components are briefly described below:

 MNA is the selected remedy for groundwater

contamination. The remedial goal is to reduce
the current levels of contamination in the

groundwater to meet the North Carolina 15A

NCAC 02L Groundwater Standards; more

commonly know as the NC 2L Standards.

 Monitoring will be implemented to evaluate the

effectiveness of the natural attenuation
process. Monitoring will also serve to

demonstrate that remedial goals have been

achieved and the remedy is complete.

 Institutional controls (ICs) include prohibitions

against intrusive activities below the

groundwater table and use of surficial aquifer

groundwater. ICs will be utilized to ensure that
the land use assumptions utilized in developing

the remedy will remain valid for the duration of

the remedial effort.

The remedy will be considered complete and
closure requested when contaminant levels are
reduced to below the NC 2L Groundwater
Standards. It is estimated that the remedy will
take 5 years to complete.

Locations of:

Operable Unit 4 and Operable

Unit 13 aboard MCAS Cherry

Point
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New Installation Restoration Website

The Navy has recently implemented a new
“Enterprise” website for MCAS Cherry Point as part

of an active effort to provide the public with

accurate, timely, and comprehensive information

on the environmental Installation Restoration
Program (IRP) at many of the Navy and Marine

Corps installations on the east coast. One of ten

Navy/Marine Corps IRP sites either currently or

soon to be on-line, the MCAS Cherry Point site was
recently made available to the general public in

August 2005.

Located at:

http:// public.lantops-ir.org/sites/public/cherrypoint,

the new IRP website is simpler to navigate,

contains up-to-date information, and provides a

multitude of links leading to more detailed cleanup
or environmental information.

The website provides information on MCAS Cherry
Point IR program such as a description of the site,

history of the environmental cleanup program, an

overview of the IR program, information on

regulatory drivers, risk assessment, public outreach
(restoration advisory board), detailed glossary, the

administrative record file listing, and many Marine

Corps, regulatory, and environmental links.

Community members and the general public are

encouraged to visit the new website and browse

around. A username or password is not required.

Hotspots
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Soil Remediation Accomplished

The air sparge (AS) soil treatment system installed
at MCAS Cherry Point in January 2000 has

successfully remediated high levels of benzene in

soils at Operable Unit 3, Site 7, a five-acre area

formerly used as an incinerator site and open
burning ground.

Site 7 soil impacted with benzene, a fuel related

compound, required the use of an enhanced in-situ
(or in-place) bioremediation treatment system to

effectively remove the benzene to below the

performance standard of 5.6 µg/kg (microgram per
kilogram) established in the Record of Decision

(ROD) signed September 2000. A direct benefit to

the cleanup is to reduce potential groundwater

contamination from benzene in the soil.

Consisting of 41 air sparge wells set to depths of
15 feet below ground surface, the AS system

injects low pressure air into the soil promoting

biological reduction of benzene by native bacteria
in the soil. The reliability of the system is high and

designed to operate continuously, 24 hours per

day, seven days per week, and operated nearly

continuously.

Recent soil sampling efforts conducted at Site 7

revealed no measurable detection of benzene at

the site and indication are that the AS treatment
system has exceeded the soil performance

standard set in the ROD. As the primary objective

of the remediation system to remove benzene
contamination from the soil has been achieved, the

Navy, USEPA, and State of North Carolina, have

reached consensus to discontinue operation of the

AS remediation system and have approved
decommissioning of the system.

Air Sparge treatment system

compressor and aboveground

piping

Location of Air Sparge treatment

system at Site 7 with detailed
system layout diagram

Page 4 Hotspots



Installation Restoration (IR) Program Reports to be Submitted in the Next 12 Months

Title of Report Expected Description

Remedial Design (RD)1 Report, Operable
Unit 4

January 2006 - Report presenting technical details of the proposed groundwater monitoring
program and land use controls that form the selected remedy for OU4.

Remedial Action (RA)2 Report, Operable
Unit 4

September 2006 - Report documenting the implementation of the groundwater monitoring
program and land use controls that form the selected remedy for OU4.

Remedial Investigation (RI)3 Report,
Operable Unit 5

November 2005 - Report presenting the results of the RI at OU5, which consists of two borrow
pit sites where disposal of construction and other types of debris occurred.

Focused Feasibility Study (FS)4 Report,
Operable Unit 5

November 2005 - Report evaluating various remedial alternatives to address contaminants of
concern identified in the RI for OU5.

Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP)5,

Operable Unit 5
November 2005 - Report presenting rationale for a preferred remedy to address contaminants

of concern at OU5 and soliciting public comment on that proposed remedy.

Record of Decision (ROD)6, Operable Unit 5 June 2006 - Report documenting the selected remedy to address contaminants of
concern in groundwater at OU5 and providing legal basis for remedy selection.

Remedial Design (RD)1 Report, Operable
Unit 5

October 2006 - Report presenting the technical details of the proposed remedy for OU5.

Remedial Investigation (RI)3 Report,
Operable Unit 6

December 2005 - Report presenting the results of the RI at Operable Unit 6, which consists of a
burn pit associated with crash crew training activities.

Feasibility Study (FS)4 Report, Operable
Unit 6

March 2006 - Report evaluating various remedial alternatives to address contaminants of
concern identified in the RI for OU6.

Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP)5,

Operable Unit 6
March 2006 - Report presenting rationale for a preferred remedy to address contaminants

of concern at OU6 and soliciting public comment on that proposed remedy.

Record of Decision (ROD)6, Operable Unit 6 July 2006 - Report documenting the selected remedy to address contaminants of
concern at OU6 and providing the legal basis for remedy selection.

Remedial Design (RD)1 Report for Operable
Unit 13

January 2006 - Report presenting technical details of the proposed groundwater monitoring
program and land use controls that form the selected remedy for OU13.

Remedial Action (RA)2 Report, Operable
Unit 13

September 2006 - Report documenting the implementation of the groundwater monitoring
program and land use controls that form the selected remedy for OU13.

Remedial Investigation (RI)3 Report,
Operable Unit 14

June 2006 - Report presenting the results of the RI at Operable Unit 14, which consists of
a chlorinated volatile organic compound (VOC) plume in groundwater beneath
Hangar 130 and the adjacent flight line area.

Site Management Plan (Fiscal Year 2006) November 2005 - Report summarizing descriptions of the sites at MCAS Cherry Point and the
history of previous investigation and remediation activities. In addition to site
status information, the SMP also contains schedules for future activities.

1Remedial Design (RD) – the phase in Superfund site cleanup where the technical specifications for cleanup remedies and technologies are
designed in accordance with the Record of Decision (ROD).

2Remedial Action (RA) – follows the remedial design phase and involves the actual construction or implementation phase of Superfund site
cleanup in accordance with the ROD.
3Remedial Investigation (RI) – an investigation to collect the data necessary to assess risks to human health and the environment and to support
the development, evaluation, and selection of remedial alternatives.
4Feasibility Study (FS) – the development, screening, and detailed evaluation of alternative remedial actions.
5Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) – written expressly to solicit public comment, this document describes all remedial alternatives that
were evaluated and identifies and explains the rationale for the preferred alternative.
6Record of Decision (ROD) – follows the PRAP and documents the selected remedy and serves as legal certification that the remedy was
selected in accordance with Superfund regulations.
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Upcoming RAB Meetings

RAB meetings are held quarterly at the
Havelock Tourist and Event Center in
Havelock, North Carolina, and are always
open to the public.

Upcoming meetings are scheduled
for December 6th (6:00 pm) and March 28th
(7:00 pm). A Public Meeting for Operable
Unit 5 Proposed Remedial Action Plan
(PRAP) is scheduled for November 3rd (from
6:00 - 8:00 pm) at the Havelock High School
Library [location is tentative].

For further information, please contact the
MCAS Public Affairs Office Monday through
Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. at
(252) 466-4241.

Information Repositories

Information on the Cleanup Program has
been placed in the following repositories for
public review:

Havelock-Craven County Public Library
301 Cunningham Boulevard,
Havelock, NC 28532
(252) 447-7509

MCAS Library
Building 298, E Street
MCAS Cherry Point, NC 28532
(252) 466-3552

HOTSPOTS
The RAB
Commanding General
MCAS
PSC Box 8006
Cherry Point, NC 28533-0006
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“Yesterday’s Pollution, Today’s Solution” 
 

A message from the Restoration Advisory Board
Over the years, the majority of newspapers and 
professional literature articles regarding environmental 
cleanup at Superfund sites have emphasized the 
enormous time and expense associated with legal 
contests between regulatory agencies and parties liable 
for cleanups.  Assuming the regulatory agency prevailed, 
the time span between the initial bang of the gavel and 
the first shovel of dirt removed was often measured in 
years.   
   
In 1989, the Cecil Field Naval Air Station in 
Jacksonville, Florida was added to the National Priority 
List under the Superfund statute for environmental 
cleanup.  Three agencies involved were the Navy, the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection.  Each 
of these agencies possessed the knowledge, money, and 
influence to conduct environmental cleanup activities.  
Three years later and over a million dollars spent, these 
three agencies were not ready to address the basic 
question: where do we start? 
 
This lack of progress was not uncommon.  For years, 
environmental remediation at military installations was 
characterized by mistrust among the agencies involved.  
The military viewed the regulating agencies as trying to 
assert excessive authority and requiring the military to 
spend excess money.  On the other hand, the regulators 
perceived the military as being unconcerned with the 
environment and trying to pinch pennies at the expense 
of environmental cleanup.  The lack of progress forced 
the agencies to take a fresh look at the process of 
facilitating environmental cleanup activities at military 
installations.   
 
Enter the "partnering" approach where agencies learn to 
work cooperatively verse keeping each other at arms 
length.  Partnering works by building a relationship of 
trust among the agencies and contractors involved in the 
cleanup process.  While a major goal of partnering is to 
avoid time-consuming and costly disputes, when a 
dispute does arise, as it inevitably will, the partnering 

process establishes steps to resolve the dispute thereby 
overcoming a potential major roadblock in the remedial 
cleanup effort.   
 
The MCAS Cherry Point Partnering Team has fully 
embraced the partnering process as an effective method 
to facilitate cleanup efforts at the Air Station while being 
protective of human health and the environment.   
 
Consisting of representatives from each agency 
including the Navy, EPA, North Carolina Department of 
Environment and Natural Resources (DENR), and 
MCAS Cherry Point, the partnering team has been able 
to resolve several contentious issues and eliminated a 
document backlog that had developed over the previous 
years.  Some highlights of the many agreements reached 
include final approval of the remedial investigation 
reports for three operable units including the massive 
Remedial Investigation Report for Operable Unit 1.  
Consensus was also achieved with the handling of low-
level dioxin contamination at two operable units; a 
highly contentious issue that had stalled approval of the 
remedial investigation reports for both units for 12 
months.   
 
By adhering to the partnering process, the MCAS Cherry 
Point environmental cleanup program has been able to 
move forward at a relatively brisk pace while remaining 
cost effective and more importantly, being protective of 
human health and the environment.   
 
 
Jeff Christopher  
Environmental Engineer  
Installation Restoration Program  
Marine Corps Air Station,  
Cherry Point 
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RAB Recognition Day  
 
The EPA, State of North Carolina, and the Navy recently 
honored the MCAS Cherry Point Restoration Advisory 
Board (RAB) community members for their outstanding 
service and commitment as members of the RAB.  
During the March 13, 2002 RAB Meeting, Mr. Dale 
McFarland, Past DoD Co-Chair, presented each RAB 
member with a framed certificate recognizing the time 
and effort provided by each member as community 
liaisons in the Air Station's remediation efforts and their 
significant contribution to the community.   
 
Additionally, Ms. Stephanie Yvette Brown, EPA Region 
4, Economic Redevelopment and Community 
Involvement Branch, presented the RAB with a group 
plaque in "Recognition of Outstanding Service and 
Commitment to the Community and Environment". 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Left to Right: Dale McFarland, Jim Berry, Bill Smart, 
Neil Scarborough, Grace Evans, Patricia McClellan-
Green, Ray Silverthorne, Jr., Jeff Christopher, Georgiana 
Bircher (not pictured). 
 

 The RAB  
 
A Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) is established at 
installations where there is sufficient community interest 
and participation.  The purpose of the RAB is to act as a 
forum for discussion and exchange of restoration 
program information between the installation decision 
makers and the community and is comprised of members 
of the local community, representatives of the 
installation, EPA, state regulatory agencies, or local 
government.  A representative of the local community 
and the installation chairs the RAB jointly.    
 
RAB members are provided with the opportunity to 
review progress, participate in dialogue with and provide 
recommendations to the installation's decision makers.  
Because the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) 
requirements are not intended to apply to a RAB, 
consensus is not a prerequisite for RAB 

recommendations.  Each individual provides advice as 
an individual and not as a group.  RAB meetings are 
open to the public and generally take place quarterly.  A 
RAB may only address issues associated with 
environmental restoration activities under the Defense 
Environmental Restoration Program.  Environmental 
groups or advisory boards that address issues other than 
environmental restoration activities are not RABs. 
 
Currently the RAB consist of seven community 
members and representatives from the EPA, North 
Carolina Department of Natural Environmental 
Resources (NCDENR), MCAS Cherry Point, and the 
Navy. 
 
Ms. Patricia McClellan-Green, Ph.D., is currently 
serving as the RAB Community Co-Chair.  Patricia 
resides in Morehead City and has lived in the area for 13 
years with her husband and two children.  She is an 
Assistant Research Professor with the Department of 
Environmental and Molecular Toxicology at NC State 
University and holds a joint appointment as a Research 
Scientist and Adjunct Assistant Professor at the Duke 
University Marine Laboratory, Beaufort, NC.  She is an 
active member of the Society of Environmental 
Toxicology and Chemistry, the N.C. Society of 
Toxicology, and the American Society of Biochemistry 
and Molecular Biology.  Her work focuses on the effects 
of natural and man-made toxins on marine species.   
 
Ms. Grace Evans has served as the past RAB 
Community Co-Chair and has lived in the Oriental area 
for 27 years.  Currently retired, Grace is an active 
member of the Neuse River Foundation and St. Thomas 
Church and has owned and taught at sailing schools for 
12 years.   
 
Mr. James "Jim" Berry resides outside the village of 
Oriental in Pamlico County and has lived in the area for 
five years.  Jim is a retired naval officer and aviator from 
the fighter aircraft community and most recently a 
Product Operations Director for Northrop Grumman 
Corporation in Long Island, NY.  Although retired from 
the business world, Jim is still active in the Oriental 
Rotary Club, St. Thomas Episcopal Church in Oriental, 
and various community affairs. 
 
Ms. Georgiana Bircher resides in New Bern on Brice's 
Creek and has lived in the area for five years.  Currently 
employed as the vice president and membership director 
for the New Bern Area Chamber of Commerce, 
Georgiana also works as the executive director for the 
Neuse River Foundation and the Lower Neuse Initiative.  
Georgiana is an avid boater and water skier, a member of 
Garber United Methodist Church, and serves as a board 
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member for the North Carolina Watershed Coalition and 
the Association of Membership Executives of the 
Carolinas. 
 
Mr. Neil Scarborough resides in Havelock and has lived 
in the area for 29 years.  Neil is retired from the United 
States Marine Corps and serves as an active member of 
the Craven County Clean Sweep Commission. 
 
Mr. Ray Silverthorne, Jr., RS/REHS, resides in New 
Bern and has lived in the area for 45 years.  Currently 
employed as the Environmental Health Director with the 
Craven County Health Department, Ray has been an 
active member of numerous public health and 
environmental associations throughout North Carolina. 
 
Mr. William "Bill" Smart has lived in Havelock nearly 
40 years since retirement from the United States Marine 
Corps in June 1964 and has served three tours at MCAS 
Cherry Point beginning in 1943.  Bill is a member of St. 
Christopher's Episcopal Church and has served as the 
Church Treasurer for some ten years and other positions 
on the Vestry including Junior and Senior Wardens.  
After retirement, he majored in accounting at East 
Carolina University and has had an accounting business 
in Havelock for nearly thirty years.  Bill helped form the 
first Havelock Merchants Association, the Havelock 
Chamber of Commerce, and the Havelock Regional 
Development Corporation (aimed at development of 
industry in the Havelock area).  He is a Lifetime 
Member of the Havelock Chamber of Commerce, has 
served as Trustee of the Library Board, and is a member 
of the Havelock Board of Adjustments. 
 
Ms. Michelle Thornton serves as the USEPA 
Remedial Project Manager in the Federal Facilities 
Branch/Waste Division, Region 4, Atlanta, GA.  
Before joining EPA's Waste Division, Michelle 
served as the Regional Coordinator for the 
Chemical Accidental Releases, Risk Management 
Program for five years.  Michelle received a B.S. 
Degree in Biology/Chemistry from Morris Brown 
College and a M.S. Degree in Public Administration 
& Environmental Management from Troy State 
University.  Michelle enjoys participating in 5k and 
10k charity walks. 
 
Mr. George Lane serves as the State of North Carolina's 
Remedial Project Manager for MCAS Cherry Point.  
Born in Guilford County, NC, George has resided for the 
past eight years in Greensboro, NC.  Prior to retiring 
from the U.S. Air Force in 1994 at the rank of Lt. 
Colonel, he served for four years as the Installation 
Restoration Director at Vandenberg AFB, CA.  He has 

over 10 years experience in the environmental field in 
both the public and private sectors.  George received a 
B.S. Degree in Engineering from NC State University, a 
Masters Degree in Business Management from Central 
Michigan University, and a Masters Level Certificate of 
Environmental Management from West Coast University 
in Los Angeles, CA. 
 
Mr. Rodger Jackson, P.E., serves as the U.S. Navy 
Remedial Project Manager for MCAS Cherry Point's 
Installation Restoration Program.  Born and raised in 
Richmond, VA, Rodger has lived in the Hampton Roads 
area for the last five years and currently resides in 
Chesapeake, VA.  While in Hampton Roads, he worked 
as the Navy Technical Representative in the Wastewater 
Compliance Division, Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command's Atlantic Division.  Rodger received a B.S. 
Degree in Civil Engineering from Virginia Tech in 1993 
and is pursuing a M.S. Degree in Engineering 
Management from ODU University. 
 
Mr. Jeff Christopher serves as the Installation 
Restoration Remedial Project Manager for MCAS 
Cherry Point and the RAB Installation Co-Chair.  Born 
and raised in Florida, Jeff currently reside in New Bern 
and has lived in the area for three years.  He has served 
in the U.S. Navy's F-14 fighter aircraft community as an 
avionics technician.  Initially assigned to the Compliance 
Division, Jeff assumed the Installation Restoration 
program in 2001.  Jeff attended the University of South 
Florida in Tampa where he received a B.S. Degree in 
Industrial Engineering in 1991 and a Masters Degree in 
Environmental Engineering in 1997.  
 

Operable Unit 15 Proposed Remedial 
Action Plan 

 
The Navy, with the support of the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and the North Carolina 
Department of Environmental and Natural Resources 
(NCDENR), has issued the Proposed Remedial Action 
Plan (PRAP) for Operable Unit 15 as part of its public 
participation responsibilities under the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act (CERCLA), also known as the Superfund Law.   
 
The PRAP describes the proposed no-action decision for 
OU15 and provides the rationale for this decision.  
Based on remedial investigations, no remedial action is 
needed to protect human health and the environmental as 
there are no unacceptable risks to human health or 
ecological receptors.  Therefore, the Navy, with EPA 
and State concurrence, is proposing that a "no-action" 
decision be the selected remedy for OU15. 



 
The Navy, in consultation with EPA and NCDENR, will 
select a final remedy for the site after reviewing and 
considering all information submitted during the 30-day 
public comment period.  During this period, public 
comments received at the public meeting held at 
Havelock City Hall on October 23, 2002 will be 
addressed and incorporated into the ROD in the form of 
a responsiveness summary.  No additional comments 
were submitted other than those received at the public 
meeting.  The Navy, in consultation with EPA and 
NCDENR, may modify the no-action decision based on 
new information or public comments.  The final ROD is 
expected to be issued in early 2003. 
 

Cherry Point  Implements Successful 
Innovative Source Reduction Treatability 

Assessment 
 
MCAS Cherry Point has successfully implemented an 
innovative contaminant source reduction treatability 
assessment in the Building 137 Stripper Barn source 
area.   Because the stripper barn’s chlorinated solvent 
plume is located beneath a large building in the highly 
congested Naval Aviation Depot, applying conventional 
treatment technologies such as pump-and-treat or air 
sparging posed numerous technical problems that could 
be overcome only at very high cost.  Rather than allow 
these problems to slow the clean-up effort, the Cherry 
Point project team instead chose to examine innovative 
source reduction technologies.  The team ultimately 
chose to implement enhanced in-situ bioremediation 
using injected Hydrogen Releasing Compound, or 
HRC®.  "In-situ bioremediation" is a method to 
remediate contaminated media (e.g. soil, groundwater) 
left "in place" by employing microorganisms to convert 
harmful chemical compounds to less harmful chemical 
compounds.   HRC® was chosen as it slowly dissolves 
into the aquifer and provides a food source for 
indigenous bacteria that co-metabolize and de-chlorinate 
the solvents.  In the year since the HRC® was injected, 
chlorinated contaminant levels have decreased by as 
much as 95 percent, proving that the technology is 
effective and cost efficient.  The team will examine other 
contaminant source areas for potential applicability. 
 

Long Term Monitoring at OU2 and OU3  
 
In October 2002, MCAS Cherry Point conducted the 
initial round of sampling in support of long-term 

monitoring (LTM) at Operable Units 2 (OU2) and 3 
(OU3).  The field team collected 33 groundwater 
samples, 9 surface water samples, and 9 sediment 
samples over the course of several days. 
 
The purpose of LTM is to monitor the groundwater 
remedial action remedies at OU2 and OU3 by assessing 
the progress of natural attenuation in meeting the North 
Carolina groundwater performance standards and 
confirming site contaminants are not migrating into the 
environment.  This is accomplished by collecting and 
analyzing groundwater samples from the surficial and 
Yorktown aquifers (these aquifers extend to 30-50 feet 
below ground surface with the surficial overlaying the 
Yorktown) and surface water and sediment sampling 
from Slocum Creek, Luke Rowes Gut, and Turkey Gut. 
 
Details of the monitoring are contained in the long-term 
monitoring work plans developed with Federal and State 
concurrence and are designed to satisfy the requirements 
of the Record of Decisions for each Operable Unit.   
 
At OU2, groundwater samples were collected from 23 
monitoring wells while surface water and sediment 
samples were collected from five locations (two in 
Slocum Creek, two in Turkey Gut, and one at the mouth 
of Turkey Gut).  At OU3, groundwater samples were 
collected from 10 monitoring wells while surface water 
and sediment samples were collected from four locations 
(one in Slocum Creek, two in Luke Rowes Gut, and one 
at the mouth of Luke Rowes Gut).  Samples will be 
analyzed for volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-
volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), pesticides, and 
metals, along with field measurements such as dissolved 
oxygen (DO), pH, and temperature. 
 
Sampling will be conducted annually for both Operable 
Units.  During the first year of the LTM period, the 10 
monitoring wells at OU3 will also be sampled quarterly 
for VOCs using passive diffusion bags (PDBs).  The use 
of PDBs reduce cost associated with groundwater 
monitoring, equipment decontamination, and purge 
water treatment as well as avoiding potential turbidity 
problems associated with the conventional low-flow 
purging technique. 
 
 
 
 
 

Installation Restoration Program Reports to be Submitted in the Next 12 Months 
 

Title of Report Expected  Description 
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Record of Decision (ROD)* for Operable 
Unit 15 

April 2003 -Documents the selected remedy for OU15. 

Long-Term Monitoring Report for 
Operable Unit 2 Groundwater 

June 2003 -Annual Report presenting the findings of the October 2002 long-term 
monitoring activities associated with the groundwater remedy. Includes the 
results of groundwater, surface water, and sediment sampling. 

Long-Term Monitoring Report for 
Operable Unit 3 Groundwater 

June 2003 -Annual Report presenting the findings of the October 2002 long-term 
monitoring activities associated with the groundwater remedy. Includes the 
results of groundwater, surface water, and sediment sampling. 

Step 3A Addendum to the Ecological 
Risk Assessment for Operable Unit 1 

July 2003 -Addendum to the OU1 Ecological Risk Assessment containing additional 
refinement of receptor exposure scenarios and more detailed delineation of the 
source and spatial extent of potential risks to ecological receptors. This is 
being prepared to clarify risk issues in advance of the performance of a 
Feasibility Study for OU1, which includes most of the industrial portions of the 
Air Station.  

Remedial Investigation (RI)** Report for 
Operable Unit 5 

August 2003 -Report presenting the results of the RI at Operable Unit 5, which consists of 2 
borrow pit sites where disposal of construction and other types of debris 
occurred. 

Remedial Investigation (RI)** Report for 
Operable Unit 6 

September 2003 -Report presenting the results of the RI at Operable Unit 6, which consists of a 
burn pit associated with crash crew training activities. 

 
*Record of Decision (ROD) – documents the selected remedy, explains the extent of human health or environmental risks posed by the site, provides a plan 

for site design, and serves as legal certification that the remedy was selected in accordance with CERCLA program requirements. 
**Remedial Investigation (RI) – an investigation to collect the data necessary to assess risks to human health and the environment and to support the 
development, evaluation, and selection of remedial alternatives. 

 

Community Relations Mailing List  
 
The MCAS Cherry Point Installation Restoration Program 
(IRP) has recently updated the Community Relations 
Mailing List in an effort to maintain a current and up-to-
date listing of concerned citizens and local government 
officials who wish to receive information on installation 
restoration efforts at MCAS Cherry Point.   
 
The effort resulted in the addition and removal of 
individuals who have either moved from the area or no 
longer wish to remain on the mailing list.  The mailing list 
is used to provide the MCAS Cherry Point's IRP/RAB 
Newsletter "Hotspots".  The newsletter provides 
information about the installation's cleanup efforts and 
related IRP and RAB activities. 
 
The aim of this effort is to facilitate DoD policy to involve 
the local community in the cleanup effort as early as 
possible and throughout the IRP process and complies with 
public participation requirements in the environmental 
restoration cleanup process as outlined in the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act  
(CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act (SARA). 
 
In addition to updating the mailing list, local government 
leaders and area citizens were contacted in an effort to 
solicit community interest in Cherry Point's IR program.  
Those individuals that were contacted were provided 
information about the Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) 

meetings and invited to participate as well as becoming part 
of the mailing list.  Should you wish to have your name 
added to the Hotspots mailing list, please send your name, 
job title/organization (if applicable), and complete mailing 
address to: 
 
Public Affairs Office 
(Attn: Community Relations Officer) 
Marine Corps Air Station 
PSC Box 8013 
Cherry Point, NC 28533-0013 
 



 

Information Repositories 
 
Information has been placed in the following repositories 
for public review: 
 
MCAS Library 
Building 298, E Street  
MCAS Cherry Point,  
North Carolina  28532 
(252) 466-3552 
 
The MCAS Library is open Monday through Thursday 
9:00 a.m. to 9:45 p.m., Friday 9:00 a.m. to 4:45 p.m., 
Saturday 10:00 a.m. to 4:45 p.m., Sunday 1:00 p.m. to 
8:45 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Havelock-Craven County Public Library 
300 Miller Boulevard 
Havelock,  
North Carolina  28532 
(252) 447-7509 
 
The Havelock-Craven County Library is open Monday & 
Tuesdays 10:00 a.m.– 9:00 p.m. 
 

Upcoming RAB Meetings 
 
RAB meetings are held quarterly at 7 pm at the Holiday 
Inn located in Havelock, North Carolina, and are always 
open to the public.  Upcoming meetings are scheduled for 
June 3, 2003, and tentatively for August 26, 2003. 
 
For further information, please contact the MCAS Public 
Affairs Office, Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 
p.m. at (252) 466-4241
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“Yesterday’s Pollution, Today’s Solution” 
 
 

A message from the Restoration Advisory Board 
 

Environmental restoration as defined in 
textbooks and many government fact sheets is 
the process by which contaminated sites and 
facilities are identified, characterized, and 
existing contamination is contained or removed 
and disposed to allow beneficial reuse of the 
property.  As a community member of the 
Cherry Point Restoration Advisory Board it has 
been my goal to learn more about this subject 
in order to help oversee the improvement of the 
environment in which my children are growing.  
As a toxicologist it has been my goal to educate 
myself in an area of science that is unfamiliar to 
me.  As an individual who grew up on a small 
rural farm in NC it has been my goal to figure 
out what in the “heck” they are talking about.   
 
Basically, what I have learned is that once an 
area of hazardous contamination has been 
identified remediation options are available that 
can help reduce or alleviate most problems.  If 
the contamination found to be hazardous to 
humans is in the sediment it can either be 
removed, stabilized, capped or treated in-situ 
(on-site), or “no action” may be taken.  What 
was that again?  If you are like I was when I 
first started this process you have no idea what 
all this means.   
 
Think of it as moving into an apartment where 
the former tenants have left a very large bowl 
of garlic noodle soup in the refrigerator.  In 
most cases you simply remove the bowl of 
green, fuzzy noodles and place them in the 
trash which is picked up by the garbage-man 

and the problem is solved (at least for you).  
Removal of contaminated materials in the 
environment involves physically removing and 
transporting the materials to a permitted off site 
treatment and disposal facility. 
 
However, if the garlic noodle soup is more 
broth than noodles you might soak up the liquid 
with a wad of paper towels before you attempt 
to move the bowl.  This usually saves your 
sneakers from becoming soaked as you race 
for the trash can.  In much the same fashion 
the stabilization of environmental contaminants 
involves injection of a grout, cement or a 
sealant to eliminate free water from the 
sediment.  The material can then be safely 
removed and disposed of in an approved 
facility without creating an increased or 
additional hazard.   
 
If you are lucky the lid to the soup bowl is lying 
near the refrigerator and you can just snap it 
on and the problem is solved.  Well the 
capping of environmental contaminants also 
involves putting a lid on the problem.  Capping 
involves placing a layer of inert material such 
as clay over contaminated soil.   This is a 
process  that  is very similar to  the one carried 
out  when  a landfill  in closed.  The  area is 
capped, i.e. covered with a low porosity clay 
material, and topsoil brought in to complete the 
process.  A lot of these areas can then be  
used for other activities such as parks or 
industrial developments. In situ treatment of  
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environmental contaminants includes either 
chemical (e.g. solvent extraction) or biological 
(e.g. microbial degradation) treatment of soil, 
sediment or groundwater.  This is like putting a 
little cleaner into the bowl of soup in order to 
kill the bacteria and mold or just letting it sit for 
a while longer until the bacteria has eaten all of 
the noodles.  Both methods are acceptable but 
only if you can use the bowl when it’s cleaned. 
 
The last alternative, the no-action alternative 
leaves sediment or soil in-place undisturbed.  
For environmental contaminants this choice 
may be appropriate when 1) contaminants do 
not pose an immediate problem 2) 
biodegradation may detoxify the contaminants 
3) remediation is too costly or 4) remediation 
might cause more of a problem than doing 
nothing.   In our apartment analogy this would 
be appropriate if the former tenant is planning 
to return to clean the apartment and the 
refrigerator because he made the garlic soup 
for his aunt.  It would also be appropriate if the 
refrigerator smells to high heavens and will not 
come clean no matter what method you 
choose.  As a result you close the door and 
respectively request the landlord provide a new 
one.   
 
As far as environmental restoration goes the 
remediation procedure or combination of 
procedures chosen is site specific and depends 
on ecological, chemical, physical, engineering, 
economic, human health and political 
considerations.  As you can see it is more than 
just cleaning up a contaminated site, it is 
cleaning up that site in the most appropriate 
fashion and by a method that is affordable and 
acceptable to everyone involved.  In addition, 
the source of the contamination must be 
controlled and continued monitoring must be 
included with any remediation effort to avoid 
creation of new problems.   
And in case you are wondering, in our case the 
freon was removed from the refrigerator, the 
door was removed and it was taken to the local 
land fill where I am sure it is undergoing a slow  
 
 

process of in-situ treatment via microbial 
degradation. 
 
 
Patricia D. McClellan-Green, Ph.D. 
RAB Member        
 

MCAS Cherry Point 
Innovative Technology 

 
 
An Innovative Remedial Technology is any new 
method or procedure, which can be used in the 
clean up of contamination. These methods or 
procedures do not lie within the already 
accepted conventional technologies.  For the 
most part, accepted conventional technologies 
for the clean up of soil are excavation, soil 
vapor extraction, land farming, and thermal 
destruction (also known as incineration).  For 
the clean up of water, technologies include 
pump and treat systems, pump and treat with 
the re-injection of treated groundwater, air 
sparging with soil vapor extraction, and natural 
attenuation.  North Carolina requires that the 
proposed innovative technology must 
demonstrate that it can achieve quicker and 
more cost-effective clean-up results than 
already accepted conventional methods.  
Information on this innovative method must 
also be provided to the appropriate Regional 
Office and the Innovative Technology 
Committee for evaluation and pre-approval. 
 
The National Research Council (NRC), part of 
the National Academy of Sciences, released a 
report in 1994 that showed pump and treat 
systems had been unable to achieve 
groundwater cleanup goals in a large number 
of situations.  In fact only eight of 77 systems 
reviewed had achieved their remediation goals.  
And because of this the NRC began a second 
study to examine strategies for encouraging 
innovation in groundwater and soil cleanup.  A 
major conclusion of this report was that these 
types of technologies are limited.  However,  
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several technologies are available for the 
cleanup of petroleum hydrocarbons (and to  
 
some extent chlorinated solvents) in porous 
and uniform soil such as sandy soil.  The 
Coastal Plains of North Carolina are mostly 
uniform and porous.  This affords Marine Corps 
Air Station Cherry Point more of an opportunity 
to select from established innovative 
technologies in the pursuit of environmental 
excellence.  In an effort to achieve established 
clean up goals and to reduce  the cost incurred 
in clean-up efforts,  the Air Station  will  
continually strive to employ innovative 
technologies where appropriate. 
 
Ken Cobb 
Environmental Affairs Department 
 

Removal of Petroleum 
Products 

 
The Installation Restoration program at MCAS 
Cherry Point has installed an innovative 
remedial system for the removal of petroleum 
product floating underneath an active aircraft 
hanger located in the industrial area.   
 
Many environmental investigations were 
performed to determine the extent of 
contamination at the site.  These investigations 
showed an area of free product, JP-5 aviation 
fuel, up to 6 feet thick.  The amount of fuel in 
the subsurface was estimated at 250,000 
gallons.  The primary source of the free 
product include four nearby petroleum 
underground storage tanks.  These 
underground storage tanks have since been 
removed under the Air Station’s Underground 
Storage Tank program.     
 
Traditional methods of remediation were not 
considered for this location due to the 
complexity  of the site.  For instance, the entire 
surface area is overlain with concrete, asphalt, 
and industrial buildings.  This area also contains 
large amounts of buried fill material such as tree 
stumps, old building and runway rubble.  In  
 

addition, high production rates associated with daily 
operations in the building made drilling or 
excavation inside the hanger area impossible.   
 
Lastly, due to the congested nature of the site,  
excavation areas left open for extended periods 
presented potential  safety concerns.   
 
As a result of the complexity of the site, 
horizontal wells were selected as the remedial 
technology to recover the free floating 
petroleum product.  Until recently, this 
technology was associated primarily with the 
oil, gas, and utility industries.  However, in 
recent years it has been employed in the 
application of remediation of contaminated soil 
and ground water.  Horizontal wells offer a 
number of distinct advantages over traditional 
treatment techniques.  Specific advantages of 
horizontal wells include:  they are easily 
installed beneath paved surfaces, buildings 
and other surface/subsurface obstructions to 
reach contamination not easily reached by 
other means and their  installation causes 
minimal interruption to business operations.  
For this particular site, three 6-inch diameter 
horizontal wells were installed.  Each well has 
three 2-inch pipes inside that are set at three 
different depths in order to recover the most 
fuel.   
 
Construction of the system began in November 
of 1996.  By August of 1997, the system was 
fully operational and has recovered over 
52,000 gallons of fuel to date.  Fuel recovery 
rates for the system average 280 gallons per 
day.  As the free floating petroleum product is 
recovered, it is stored in a tank where it awaits 
transfer to the Air Station’s central heating 
plant.  The recovered petroleum product is 
blended and used to operate the steam plant 
boilers that generate steam heat for the Air 
Station.  By recycling the recovered fuel, the 
Air Station saves $50-$60 per 100 gallons of 
fuel.  By using the recycled fuel, the Air Station 
can  also  burn  less coal,   which  reduces  the 
amount of air emissions associated with 
burning the coal.  This is just one example of 
how the Air Station’s Installation Restoration  
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Program is working to find creative and cost-
effective solutions for a cleaner environment.   
 
Rachel Johnson and Bill Powers 
Environmental Affairs Department 
 
 
 

Aggressive Fluid Vapor  
Recovery 

 
One innovative technology currently utilized 
aboard the Air Station is Aggressive Fluid 
Vapor Recovery or AFVR.  During AFVR, high 
vacuum pressures and airflow rates are used 
to remove petroleum products from the 
subsurface. In most cases, AFVR has been 
found to be superior and more cost effective 
than conventional methods such as 'pump and 
treat'. 
 
AFVR involves using a mobile, truck-mounted 
vacuum extraction system to remove 
petroleum product, contaminated groundwater, 
and soil vapors.  Extraction wells are 
evacuated of fluids using a vacuum, allowing 
product to migrate to the extraction wells, 
exposing the 'smear zone' soil contamination to 
the effects of vapor extraction. This also 
introduces oxygen into the ground enhancing 
degradation of contaminants.  
 
Currently Cherry Point's Tank Management 
Program has initiated AFVR on five 
underground storage tank (UST) sites.  These 
sites vary dramatically in regards to product 
thicknesses, soil types and area hydrogeology.  
This variation has enabled the Air Station to 
compare the results of AFVR events.  These 
comparisons included: amount of product 
removed, rate at which product returns to 
extraction wells, water level draw down on 
surrounding monitoring wells and the amount 
of petroleum products released as vapor to the 
atmosphere.  This information created the 
basis for determining which site conditions best 
supported the use of AFVR in achieving the 
clean up goals.  To date, over 509 pounds of  
 

petroleum products have been removed from 
the five sites.  And an estimated 58,000 gallons 
of contaminated groundwater has been 
removed from the surficial aquifer.  These 
efforts have enabled one site to reach the 
regulatory requirements of product removal.  
Further analytical groundwater sampling has 
shown that the aquifer in the immediate area of 
this site is free of petroleum products.  Another 
two sites are approaching the regulatory 
requirements, and it is anticipated that the Air 
Station will be able to complete the remediation 
of these three sites utilizing natural attenuation. 
 
Ken Cobb 
Environmental Affairs Department 
 

For More Information on 
Innovative Technologies 

Contact: 
 

Ms. Rachel Johnson 
RAB, Installation Co-Chairman 
Environmental Affairs Department 
Building 4223 Rifle Range Road 
Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point 
Cherry Point, NC  28533-0006 
 
Mr. Jay Bassett 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region IV 
Waste Management Division 
345 Courtland Street, NE 
Atlanta, GA  30365 
(404) 347-3016 
 
Ms. Linda Raynor 
North Carolina Department of Environment 
and Natural Resources  
Superfund Section 
401 Oberlin Road, Suite 150 
Raleigh, NC  27605 
(919) 733-2801 ext. 340 
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Ask Grace? 

 
 
I am still looking for questions from the 
community.  

 
 
 
 
 
Please submit questions related to the 
cleanup or how to become a RAB member at 
MCAS Cherry Point. Enclose your address 
and phone number so I can fully understand 
and discuss your concerns and provide the 
correct information. 
 
 
Grace B. Evans 
Community Co-Chair 
 
 
 

Next RAB Meeting 
 
All RAB meetings are open to the public.  For further information, please contact the MCAS Public 
Affairs Office Monday through Friday, 8:00 am to 4:00 p.m. at (919) 466-4241.  Additional 
information on Cherry Point’s Installation Restoration Program can be found on the worldwide web 
at:  www.is.ch2m.com/cherrypoint/environmental/home. 
 
 
 
                                    
 

Information Repositories 
 
Information has been placed in the following repositories for public review:   
 
 
Havelock-Craven County Public Library 
300 Miller Boulevard 
Havelock,  
North Carolina  28532 
 
The Havelock-Craven County Library is open 
Monday & Tuesdays 10:00 a.m.– 9:00 p.m. 
Wednesday &Thursday 10:00 a.m.- 8:00 p.m. 
Friday and Saturday 10:00 a.m. – 6:00 p.m., 
and can be contacted at (252) 447-7509. 

 
 
MCAS Library 
Building 298, E Street  
MCAS Cherry Point,  
North Carolina  28532 
 
The MCAS Library is open Monday through 
Thursday 9:00 am to 9:45 p.m., Friday 9:00 
a.m. to 4:45 p.m., Saturday 10:00 am to 4:45 
p.m., Sunday 1:00 p.m. to 8:45 p.m., and can 
be contacted at (252) 466-3552. 
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Introduction
Vapor intrusion (VI) is the migration of volatile chemicals 
from subsurface soil and/or groundwater into the indoor 
air of overlying buildings. Most VI events occur when 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) are released into 
the subsurface from sources such as underground 
storage tanks, dry cleaners, gasoline stations, or 
industrial processes such as degreasing metals. VOCs 
typically associated with VI are chlorinated solvents 
including carbon tetrachloride, tetrachloroethene (PCE), 
trichloroethene (TCE), methylene chloride, and gasoline 
derivatives such as benzene. Hazards presented by these 
chemicals are typically chronic human health effects such 
as cancer, organ toxicity, or reproductive effects.  Gases, 
such as methane migrating from landfills, may also 
present potential explosive hazards.  If it is determined 
that VI is occurring at your site and the contaminant 
concentrations attributable to VI are above acceptable risk 
levels, mitigation measures should then be implemented 
to reduce the indoor air concentrations to below the 
acceptable threshold.

This fact sheet provides a brief overview of methods that 
can be used to mitigate VI in existing buildings along with 
important considerations for selecting and designing an 
appropriate mitigation system for your site. The methods 
discussed include sub-slab depressurization, sub-
membrane depressurization, building pressurization, and 
indoor air treatment; however, the focus is on sub-slab 
depressurization since that is currently the method most 
frequently used for VI mitigation in existing buildings. Note 
that this does not mean that sub-slab depressurization is 
preferred over other mitigation methods or that it will be 
the best option for every site. More detailed information on 
VI mitigation systems for existing buildings can be found 
in the resources listed at the end of this fact sheet.

Key Factors When Considering 
VI Mitigation
Developing an effective VI mitigation plan depends on 
understanding and quantifying the relationship between 
three key factors that contribute to VI: (1) the properties, 

concentrations, and locations of the contaminants of concern; (2) the 
pressure differentials that draw contaminants from the soil gas into 
the building; and (3) the pathways that allow vapors to pass from soil 
gas into the building (e.g., cracks, joints, utility penetrations). 

Properties, Concentrations, and Locations of VOCs
The first step in developing a VI mitigation plan is to understand as 
much as possible about the contaminant plume.

• What are the contaminants and what are their physical   
 characteristics? 
• What are the concentrations in groundwater and/or in the soil  
 gas adjacent to or beneath the slab? 
• What are the concentrations in the indoor air and ambient air  
 outside of the building? 
• Are methane or other explosive gases present? If so, explosion  
 proof equipment will need to be integrated with the diagnostic  
 investigation and mitigation specifications. 
• How close is the contaminant plume to the building?
• Are the areas where subsurface vapors are infiltrating the   
 building known?  If so, are there mitigation measures that can  
 be taken to reduce infiltration?

It is important that investigations performed prior to mitigation have 
adequately delineated and characterized the vapor plume and 
conditions inside the building have been adequately assessed. 
Also, because materials and products commonly found in buildings 
can cause false positives in indoor air sampling, a careful survey 
is needed to catalogue potential background sources of VOCs. 
DON has developed new guidance on assessing background 
concentrations for VI, which will be released in the near future.

Pressure Differentials
It is important to understand the pressure differentials within the 
building before designing a mitigation system. For some buildings, 
exhaust blowers mechanically induce significant negative pressure 
loads on the interior of the building; such blowers often accelerate 
the rate at which contaminant vapors are drawn into the building. 
For example, buildings used for industrial processes, laundromats, 
and restaurants typically exhaust large volumes of air, creating 
negative pressures throughout the building envelope. Because of 
their multiple exhaust blowers, strip malls with businesses such as 
dry cleaners, restaurants, and beauty salons may have multiple 
negative pressure zones that influence the migration of sub-slab 
contaminant plumes. 
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block wall openings, open block tops, slab or wall cracks, or 
anything that could be considered a soil gas vapor entry point. 

Also, the building inspection is an opportune time to assess 
how the mitigation system can be concealed or blended with its 
surroundings. For instance, vapor vent pipes may be enclosed 
behind walls or routed through closets.

Mechanical Investigation
Heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) systems generally 
impact the potential for VI and should be examined prior to 
designing a mitigation system. Many industrial buildings have 
a history of multiple uses and may have exhaust equipment no 
longer in use. All exhaust blowers should be cataloged whether 
functioning or not, and the cubic feet per minute (CFM) of 
operating blowers recorded. The supplied air ventilation should be 
examined and the operational status and location noted so that 
if contaminant vapors are vented, the air supply system does not 
pull the vapors back inside the building. 

Mitigation System Design Plan
Before a VI mitigation system is installed, a system design plan 
should be prepared. The plan may require approval by the 
state and/or federal regulators, depending on the situation.  The 
mitigation system should be designed conservatively to mitigate 
the highest concentrations that are reasonably expected to occur. 
The mitigation plan should include a written scope of work and 
corresponding drawings. It should be a code compliant, complete, 
understandable, easy to follow construction document that 
minimizes the number of requests for information (RFIs) during 
the construction phase. The written scope should also include a 
schedule of materials and hardware. The drawings should include 
a detailed sealing plan and specific details on the planned layout 
for various features of the system (e.g., piping, vents, blowers, 
etc., depending on the type of system), mechanical details, and, if 
necessary, a separate sheet for electrical work.  Prior to submittal 
of design documents to regulatory agencies for approval, all 
documents should be reviewed and approved by the facility’s 
Department of Public Works or facility resident engineer.

Sealing VI Pathways
Sealing pathways between the sub-slab soil and the building 
interior is a basic part of a VI 
mitigation system (see Figure 1). 
Sealing makes VI  mitigation systems 
more effective and cost-efficient by 
limiting the flow of vapor into the 
building and reducing the loss of 
conditioned air. Generally, sealing 
pathways by itself is not an adequate 
mitigation measure because it does 
not lower vapor levels significantly 
or consistently, and sealing does 
not address the negative pressures 
that draw soil contaminants into 
buildings. Figure 1. Sealing floor cracks.

Temperature differentials affect the pressure between the inside 
and outside of the building. When warm air inside the building 
rises, the building undergoes a stack effect, inducing a negative 
load on the building interior that is applied to the surface of the 
floor slab. Stack effects are greater during the heating season. 
Also, wind can produce a complex pressure field around a 
building, creating a positive pressure on the windward side and 
a negative pressure on the leeward side. Wind-induced negative 
pressures can be transferred into the structure, inducing the 
intrusion of contaminant vapors.

Completed Pathways 
It is also important to try to identify the areas or building 
characteristics that allow the entry of subsurface vapors into the 
building. Floor drains, French drains, sumps, cracks and open 
seams in the floor slab, unfinished slabs, utility penetrations, and 
open top blocks in the foundation walls are among the most 
common pathways that allow subsurface vapors to enter buildings.
 

Preliminary Mitigation Design Steps
To design effective mitigation measures, it is important to perform 
both a building inspection and a mechanical investigation. 

Building Inspection
Detailed information about the building construction is required to 
provide crucial information regarding subsurface characteristics and 
is a critical component for designing and constructing a mitigation 
system. For example, if the building was used for industrial 
processes, there may be very thick concrete machine pads located 
just beneath the slab, presenting a variety of VI design challenges. 
Also, in these industrial settings, there may be a combination of 
active and abandoned utility lines; therefore, an under-slab utility 
markout identifying the locations of utility lines and areas to be 
avoided should be completed prior to invasive activities. 

The subsurface characteristics may be different under different 
sections of a building that were built at different times. For 
example, building additions may have been constructed over a 
former parking lot or a materials staging yard, resulting in highly 
compacted soil beneath the slab. It is often valuable to interview 
active or retired maintenance personnel as they may have valuable 
information regarding building features. 

The walk-through inspection phase is an important part of the 
investigation. Construction features and building materials should 
be documented since changes in construction styles and building 
materials often indicate an addition to the building. The changes 
indicating additions can be as subtle as a slightly different pattern 
in the metal roof decking or a small change in a roof truss design. 
Each addition represents a segmented building foundation 
and soil conditions from one foundation area to another can be 
significantly different.

The next step is to carefully catalog all potential contaminant entry 
points such as slab penetrations, conduit openings, expansion 
joint openings, floor/wall joint openings, plumbing penetrations, 
                                           2 



All areas to be sealed should be addressed in the mitigation plan. 
A separate plan sheet and cross-sectional detail indicating areas 
to be sealed should be provided. The method of sealing and 
sealants should be specified. 

Types of Mitigation Systems
There are several types of mitigation measures available to 
address VI in existing buildings. These include:

• Sub-slab Depressurization
• Sub-membrane Depressurization
• Building Pressurization
• Indoor Air Treatment

Of these types, sub-slab depressurization (SSD) is the most 
frequently used and has been shown to be a reliable, cost-
effective, long-term solution for lowering VI contaminant 
concentrations in many situations. Also, SSD systems have been 
widely used for radon mitigation and, thus have a well-established 
performance record in that industry. Therefore, this fact sheet 
provides a more detailed discussion of design considerations 
for SSD systems, with a brief description of the other mitigation 
systems and their applications and limitations. 

Sub-Slab Depressurization
SSD (which is sometimes referred to as active soil depressurization) 
will reverse or mitigate the upward migration of soil gas by 
creating negative pressure beneath the building floor slab, thereby 
preventing vapors from entering the building. The SSD system 
draws contaminants from beneath the slab, through piping, to the 
exterior of the building where they are vented above the roof line 
and quickly diluted with ambient air (see Figure 2). An added benefit 
of an SSD system is that it also improves the overall quality of the 
indoor air by removing moisture and naturally-occurring radon.

Pressure Field Extension Testing
In preparation for designing the SSD system, pressure field testing 
of the soil beneath the slab should first be performed to determine 
vacuum field extensions; this is accomplished by drilling suction 
test holes in the slab, auguring out some soil (see Figure 3), and 
applying vacuum to simulate future vacuum fields. The suction test 
holes should be located in areas that will be best suited for future 
suction points. In most cases, the primary hole is drilled just off 

Figure 2. Schematic of an SSD system.

an interior column pad where soil 
has the lowest permeability due to 
compaction during construction 
activities. Areas along the perimeter 
typically produce higher air flow 
but may have limited impact on 
the more compacted soil near the 
interior of the building and can have 
interference from air leakage at the 
floor-wall joints.

The physical characteristics of 
the sub-slab material should be 
noted and recorded. Pressure field 
testing should not be conducted on gusty days and exterior doors 
throughout the building should be kept closed.

The static vacuum is first measured (see Figure 4) by applying 
known quantities of vacuum to the test suction hole. Smaller test 
holes should be drilled through the slab at selected distances 
from the suction hole and a micro-manometer capable of reading 
down to 0.0001 inches of water column (in. w.c.) used to measure 
pressure differential (see Figure 5). By applying different amounts of 
vacuum to the same suction hole, the relationship between applied 
vacuum and pressure field extension is established. Pressure testing 
should be repeated at least once for each separate foundation such 
as when a building addition has been added. 

The data from the pressure field testing (in 10-4 in. w.c.) and the 
measured volume of exhaust system (in CFM) are then extrapolated 
to project an expected radius of influence. Once this has been 
completed, the number of suction points, the types and capacity of 
suction blowers, and costs are determined. The success of the VI 
mitigation system and thousands of mitigation dollars depend on 
correctly and accurately interpreting these data.

SSD Mitigation System Design
As noted above, all VI mitigation systems should have a design 
plan prepared before installation.  For an SSD system, the drawings 
should include a detailed sealing plan, suction points, pipe and 
blowers, mechanical details, and, if necessary, a separate sheet 
for electrical work. The scope of work should address the following 
items and any other specifications required by regulators.

Figure 3. Suction point installation.

Figure 4. Static vacuum test. Figure 5. Measuring sub-slab vacuum.
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• Sealing plan including details of locations and methods for   
 sealing. If sealing is incomplete, building air is drawn into the  
 subslab and then into the mitigation system, which reduces  
 the vacuum available for removing contaminated vapors and  
 increases the loss of conditioned air to the subsurface.
• Suction hole locations, diameter of the holes, method of   
 sealing the suction point to the slab, quantity of soil removed  
 from beneath the slab, and directions for testing and disposing  
 of any removed soil. Cross-section drawings should be   
 provided in the details section. 
• Pipe locations, diameter, material (polyvinyl chloride [PVC],   
 cast iron, or steel) including American Society for Testing   
 and Materials (ASTM) specifications, method of joint welding  
 (ASTM method), slope, attachment intervals, balancing and  
 valve installation. Specify methods of controlling smoke or   
 flame spread such as may be appropriate for piping that   
 penetrates a return air plenum.
• Number of roof penetrations and location(s) on a roof plan,   
 the type of roof material, the method of flashing and who is   
 responsible to maintain the roof warranty if one exists.
• Number of blowers, models and manufacturers, location on a  
 plan sheet, performance information, ASTM specifications,   
 and a full materials list including mounting methods and   
 attachment hardware. Figure 6 depicts a standard high-  
 vacuum blower.  Also, low pressure sensors should be   
 included for each blower system. They should be placed at   
 locations that are easy to monitor. Figure 7 depicts a mounted  
 low-pressure sensor.
• Wiring specifications including the gauge of wire, conduit   
 shielding, switches, panel locations, and types of breakers. A  
 separate electrical drawing may be necessary.
• Alarm panel locations and design specifications. These panels  
 usually have red and green indicator lights with manual audio  
 shut off alarms. They are activated either by mechanical   
 switches or fully electronic sensors. The fully-electronic versions  
 are more reliable and can also display the power consumed by  
 each blower. They can be equipped with autodialers and   
 integrated with building management systems. 

Figure 6. High vacuum blower. Figure 7. Low-pressure vacuum gauge and 
sensor.

• Labeling instructions for pipes, sensors and alarms.  All   
 vertical riser pipes should be labeled at least once per floor.   
 Horizontal pipes should be labeled in 20-ft intervals and be   
 readable from 3 feet. Low pressure sensors and alarm   
 panels should be placed in accessible locations and labeled  
 with appropriate contact information.

System Startup and Operations
The person who designed the system should participate in the 
startup. The following data should be recorded: sub-slab vacuum 
at the original test holes, riser pipe airflow (see Figure 8) and total 
system airflow (see Figure 9). The riser pipes should be balanced 
for maximum distribution of sub-slab vacuum.

The mitigation design plan should also provide post-mitigation 
performance evaluation criteria as well as operations and 
maintenance requirements for the system. Monitoring of low 
pressure sensors should be integrated with the maintenance 
schedule.  Operations, maintenance, and monitoring should 
be coordinated with the Department of Public Works or facility 
maintenance engineer.  Where possible, the operations and 
maintenance functions should be turned over to Base personnel, 
although it is important that these personnel receive adequate 
training in the operation of these systems.

Other VI Mitigation Methods
Although SSD is the most frequently used mitigation method, other 
types of mitigation may be appropriate for specific conditions 
where SSD does not work properly (e.g., high water table or a slab 
poured directly on rock) or as temporary measures until a more 
permanent system can be designed or fine-tuned. 

Sub-membrane Depressurization is very similar to SSD; 
however, it is applied to crawl spaces and basements with earthen 
floors. An impermeable membrane is applied to cover and seal the 
exposed soil surface, then suction is applied to depressurize the 
area below the membrane and vapors drawn through the system 
are vented to the atmosphere. Design considerations are similar 
to SSD. It is critical that the membrane be sealed gas tight to the 
foundation wall and additional care must be taken to maintain the 

Figure 8. Riser pipe airflow test. Figure 9. Blower exhaust airflow performance 
testing for total system.
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integrity of the membrane. Sub-membrane depressurization is 
most commonly used in residential structures.

Building Pressurization is applied with SSD systems usually in 
open finished office spaces where vacuum cannot be sufficiently 
extended beneath the slab. It is also used in buildings such as 
daycare facilities where no amount of VI is deemed acceptable.  
Building pressurization involves adjusting the HVAC system or 
installing a new system to maintain a positive indoor pressure 
relative to the sub-slab area. This approach is more commonly 
used in commercial buildings and can be cost-effective if the 
existing HVAC already maintains a positive pressure. Increasing 
the pressure will result in higher energy costs, particularly if 
significant heating or cooling is required. The interior of most 
buildings are under negative pressure loads ranging from -0.004 to 
-0.012 in. w.c. In order to be effective, building pressurization must 
exceed the forces that induce negative pressures and draw vapors 
into buildings. Only a select minority of relatively “tight” buildings, 
with few doors or other openings, would be good candidates for 
the application of this method and it is not recommended for use 
in residential structures. Regular maintenance, changing of filters 
on fresh air intakes, and air balancing is required and appropriate 
pressure tests and monitoring should be incorporated into the 
design to ensure that sufficient positive pressures are maintained 
throughout the areas of the building that might be subject to VI. If 
the HVAC system is shut off during nights and weekends, the VI 
impact during the downtime should be evaluated in determining 
the system’s operating requirements. 

Indoor Air Treatment functions by directing indoor air through 
air pollution control equipment to remove toxic air contaminants, 
rather than by preventing their entry into the building. Types include 
zeolite or granular activated carbon (GAC) filters or photocatalytic 
oxidation units. Systems can be either in-duct models or portable 
air cleaners. This generally is not the preferred mitigation 
method because it does not prevent vapors from entering the 
building. It encourages the collection of contaminant vapors 
within the structure and is dependent on the treatment system’s 
uninterrupted performance to protect receptors. However, 
indoor air treatment may be useful as a temporary solution until 
another type of mitigation system can be installed. It can also 
be used in combination with other methods or for treatment of a 
particular problem room within a building. These systems require 
periodic maintenance, such as changing the filter cartridges, with 
frequency depending on the concentrations encountered and on 
the manufacturer’s recommendations. In addition, the high volume 
of air movement required for these units to be effective is generally 
not ideal for an office environment (e.g., blowing papers off desks). 
More frequent indoor air monitoring is required to determine that 
the system is achieving acceptable indoor air concentrations.

Final Report
Once the VI mitigation system has been installed and tested, a 
final report should be prepared. The final report should include 
the following information: startup documentation, operation and 

maintenance (O&M) procedures, project documentation, materials 
cut-sheets, alarm system information, photos, breaker numbers, 
electric panel locations, as-built drawings, building permit, and 
electrical inspection documentation. 

Maintaining the VI Mitigation System
Similar to other building systems, VI mitigation systems require 
monitoring as specified in the written O&M procedures. Monitoring 
should be done regularly by trained building maintenance 
personnel with checklists and schedules for documenting system 
static vacuum gauges and exhaust volumes and testing alarm 
systems. Depending on their stress load, vapor blowers may need 
to be replaced every few years. 

Post-Mitigation Building Renovation 
Structural modifications, major renovations, or changes in the 
HVAC systems made after a VI mitigation system has been 
installed could affect the system’s performance and warranties. 
Information about the mitigation system should be incorporated 
into the building changes. When the changes are complete, 
the mitigation system should be re-tested to verify operational 
effectiveness.

Design Considerations for Residences
Some design considerations will be different for residences than 
for commercial/industrial settings. Often the size of the system 
installed will be smaller and less complex; however, the aesthetics 
of the system may be more important. Locations for vent piping and 
blowers should be selected to minimize disturbance to the residents 
and to be less noticeable, particularly inside the home. The noise 
of the blower should be considered and may require a cover to 
minimize the sound. Inspections can be disruptive to residents; 
therefore, when possible, it may be desirable to mount monitors on 
the outside of the building to reduce the need to enter the home.

Costs for VI Mitigation Systems
Costs for VI mitigation systems will depend on the building size 
and structure, subsurface conditions, and type of system installed.  
Costs for SSD and sub-membrane depressurization systems are 
similar and are largely driven by permeability of the underlying soil. 
Buildings underlain by compacted low permeability soil typically 
have higher costs than those underlain by a high permeability 
substrate such as crushed stone. Representative costs for 
industrial style buildings and strip malls are on the order of $5/ft2 to 
$7/ft2; houses can be up to $10/ft2; schools and daycare facilities 
are generally $7/ft2 to $8/ft2. However, SSD costs have ranged from 
as low as $3/ft2 to as high as $20/ft2. For building pressurization, 
there will be no capital costs if the existing HVAC system can be 
used to achieve positive pressure; however, annual O&M costs 
are estimated at $200 to $750/yr and energy costs for heating and 
cooling may increase substantially. Indoor air treatment tends to be 
expensive compared to other types of VI mitigation. Capital costs 
in the range of $20,000 and annual operating expenses of $15,000 
to $20,000 are not uncommon for indoor air treatment. 
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System Design
The system designed for this building had 15 suction points and 
seven blowers (see Figure 11). The tight soils under the original 
structure required high-vacuum, low-flow blowers, while the more 
permeable materials under the addition required low-vacuum, 
high-flow blowers. The design included a custom alarm panel that 
triggers a visual and audible alarm if a blower is operating out of 
the desired performance range. The design was later amended 
to include some trenching and lateral drilling to create a negative 
pressure field beneath an adjacent store. 

System Startup
After the VI mitigation system was installed, the start-up process 
included adjusting the gate valves at individual riser pipes to 
balance air flow and the distribution of the sub-slab vacuum. Most 
of the vacuum field data indicated negative sub-slab pressures 
greater than -0.01 in. w.c. Sub-slab vacuum readings at one corner 
of the building were closer to -0.004 in. w.c. An open floor/wall 
joint behind a sheetrock wall was identified, resulting in leakage 
responsible for the loss of vacuum pressure. The sheet rock wall 
was opened, the joint sealed, and the negative pressure field 
increased. 

Post-mitigation indoor air samples were collected using Summa 
canisters and analyzed by EPA Method TO-15. Indoor air 
concentrations were below the 3.0 µg/m3 indoor, non-residential 
screening level for PCE in New Jersey where the building is located.

For the most current information, please contact the NAVFAC Alternative Restoration Technology Team 
or e-mail the NAVFAC Engineering Service Center at PRTH_NFESCT2@navy.mil. 

Figure 11. Blower and suction point design.

Figure 10. Results of sub-slab pressure field tests.

**Photos provided courtesy of Clean Vapor, LLC

The subject for this case study is a former big-box electronics 
store downgradient of a dry cleaning operation that spilled 
tetrachloroethylene (PCE) over a 20-year period through 
inadequate recapture procedures. The store, now vacant, is 
approximately 29,000 ft2 total area, with 21,000 ft2 in the original 
structure and 8,000 ft2 in the addition. 
 
First, the utility markout was completed, the sampling (soil gas, 
groundwater, and ambient air) was performed, and an access 
agreement was put in place. Next, the building inspections took 
place. The sub-slab material beneath the original building is 
compacted silt clay; the addition consisted of crushed stone 
beneath the slab. Perimeter foundation walls were block, with 
interior vertical steel column supports. The ceiling was 20 ft high 
and constructed of a steel deck and truss system; the roof was 
constructed of built-up asphalt material. 

After the building inspection, the pressure field testing proceeded. 
Suction hole and vacuum test hole transect locations are shown 
on Figure 10. Using the vacuum data collected during the pressure 
field testing, suction blower(s) were specified to achieve the right 
balance of vacuum and airflow required to develop a negative 
pressure field sufficient to arrest soil gas attenuation. Once the 
radius of influence was calculated, the number and location of 
suction points were determined. The location of suction points, 
pipe runs and blowers, exhausts, future air handlers and fresh air 
intakes were planned around the future use of the building.

Case Study for SSD: Electronics Store in a Shopping Mall

Additional information on VI mitigation for existing buildings can be found in the 
following sources:

California Department of Toxic Substances Control.  2009. Vapor Intrusion  
Mitigation Advisory.  
http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/sitecleanup/upload/VI_Mitigation_Advisory_Apr09.pdf

Interstate Technology and Regulatory Council (ITRC).  2007. Vapor Intrusion: 
A Practical Guideline.
http://www.itrcweb.org/Documents/VI-1.pdf

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2008.  Engineering Issue: Indoor Air 
Vapor Intrusion Mitigation Approaches. EPA/600/R-08-115.  
http://www.clu-in.org/download/char/600r08115.pdf

Resources

Photos and drawings throughout provided courtesy of Clean Vapor, LLC.
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Background
For decades, the Department of Defense (DoD) has used military munitions 
in training and testing to ensure force readiness.  Munitions remaining 
from DoD activities may present explosive, chemical agent, human health, 
and environmental hazards at active installations, Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) installations, Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS), or other 
properties no longer under DoD control.  Whenever a former range, storage 
area, or disposal site is put to another use, actions must be taken to ensure 
remediation of any hazards.

DoD has been responding to properties that were known or suspected to contain 
munitions hazards for over 30 years.  In 2001, the Department established the 
Military Munitions Response Program (MMRP) to address the hazards posed 
by past military munitions-related activities.  As of September 2006, DoD had 
identifi ed over 3,300 sites eligible for the MMRP, referred to as munitions 
response sites (MRSs), that may require response actions (e.g., investigation, 
removal actions, and remedial actions).  To effi ciently and effectively expedite 
response actions at all MRSs, the Department must prioritize these sites based on 
the potential risk posed to human health and the environment.  

The Protocol
In the FY2002 National Defense Authorization Act (10 USC 2710), Congress 
directed DoD to develop a protocol for assigning MRSs a relative priority for 
response activities.  DoD convened a workgroup with personnel knowledgeable 
in explosive safety and environmental responses to develop the framework for 
prioritizing MRSs.  This workgroup engaged in a collaborative process with the 
States, American Indian and Alaska Native Tribes, and federal agencies to develop 
a methodology to assign a relative priority for response activities at each MRS in 
DoD’s inventory (the MRS inventory). 

On October 5, 2005, DoD published the Munitions Response Site Prioritization 
Protocol (referred to as the Protocol) as a Federal Rule, codifi ed at 32 CFR 179.  
The Protocol requires the DoD Components to apply the prioritization methodology 
to determine a relative priority for munitions response actions at MRSs.  The 
priority assigned is based on the overall conditions at each MRS.

Munitions Response Site 
Prioritization Protocol
Stakeholder Fact Sheet 

Text
stars
wreath

Web Site

The MRS inventory 
is updated annually 
and published in the 
Defense Environmental 
Programs Annual 
Report to Congress:

http://deparc.
egovservices.net/
deparc/do/mmrp

Munitions Reponse Sites (MRSs) as of FY2006

1,333 on active 
installations

318 on BRAC 
installations

1,658 on FUDS 
properties
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Sequencing Decisions
After an MRS is prioritized, it must be sequenced for response action.  The 
sequencing for response action is based primarily on the MRS’s relative risk, 
refl ected in its priority.  As a matter of DoD policy, an MRS with higher relative risks 
will be addressed before an MRS with lower relative risks.  Occasionally, other 
factors, such as environmental justice, economic development, and programmatic 
concerns can infl uence sequencing decisions.

Stakeholder Involvement
For the purposes of the Protocol, stakeholders include, but may not be limited 
to, federal agencies, state and local regulatory agencies, tribal governments, 
community members, and current landowners involved in the Protocol’s 
application.  DoD offers all stakeholders opportunities to participate throughout 
the Protocol’s application.  DoD believes that if stakeholders are engaged early 
and often throughout the process, they will gain a better understanding of the 
Protocol and its application.  DoD Components are required to notify stakeholders 
of the opportunity to participate in the application of the Protocol; publish 
an announcement requesting participation; consider stakeholders’ input in 
prioritization and sequencing decisions; and document stakeholder input.  DoD 
recognizes that stakeholder involvement is an effective way to identify and address 
stakeholder concerns about environmental and safety issues related to MRSs. 

Once an MRS’s relative priority is determined, DoD Components will provide 
stakeholders with the opportunity to review and comment on how an MRS is 
sequenced for response actions.  DoD believes that a proactive stakeholder 
involvement program will facilitate the munitions response process and help 
ensure the protection of human health and the environment.

Munitions Response Site Prioritization Protocol

Web Site

For more information 
on the MMRP or the 
Protocol please visit:

https://www.denix.
osd.mil/denix/Public/
Library/Cleanup/
CleanupOfc/derp/
mmrp.html

The potential risk posed by past munitions activities at each MRS is determined 
through the Protocol’s central feature, three hazard evaluation modules:

• Explosive Hazard Evaluation (EHE) Module: provides the approach for 
assigning a relative priority to an MRS where munitions and explosives of 
concern (MEC) are known or suspected to be present.

• Chemical Warfare Material Hazard Evaluation (CHE) Module: provides the 
approach for assigning a relative priority to an MRS where CWM hazards 
are known or suspected to be present. 

• Health Hazard Evaluation (HHE) Module: provides the approach for 
evaluating the relative risk to human health and the environment 
where munitions constituents and any incidental nonmunitions-related 
contaminants are known or suspected to be present.

An MRS’s relative priority is determined by comparing the results of one or more 
hazard evaluation modules. 

CHE Module

HHE Module

MRS Priority

EHE Module
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Green Remediation Best Management Practices:  

Overview of EPA’s Methodology to Address the 
Environmental Footprint of Site Cleanup 

Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation                             Quick Reference Fact Sheet 

 

 

Remediation is underway or planned at thousands of sites 
across the United States under cleanup programs 
administered by government agencies and through 
voluntary efforts of site owners or operators. The activities 
needed to treat, contain, or otherwise address 
contaminated soil, water, and other environmental media 
and restore a site to productive use can collectively leave 
an environmental footprint. Cleanups involving complex 
activities may benefit from a detailed footprint analysis to 
inform decision-making about application of suitable 
BMPs for greener cleanups. EPA’s Methodology for 
Understanding and Reducing a Project’s 
Environmental Footprint identifies metrics associated 
with this footprint and a specific process to quantify or 
qualify those metrics. 
 

The methodology adheres to EPA’s Principles for Greener 
Cleanups, which involve five core elements:  
 Reducing total energy use and increasing the 

percentage of renewable energy 
 Reducing air pollutants and greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions 
 Reducing water use and 

negative impacts on 
water resources 

 Improving materials 
management and waste 
reduction efforts, and 

 Protecting ecosystem 
services.  

 

EPA developed the methodology (as documented in EPA 
report 542-R-12-002) as a means to encourage 
environmentally friendly behaviors on the part of decision-
makers and day-to-day staff involved with site cleanup. It 
is designed to identify the most significant contributors to 
a project’s environmental footprint and help integrate 
associated reduction parameters into conceptual design, 

construction, and operation of the project. EPA does not 
require environmental footprint analysis of cleanup 
activities but prefers use of the methodology when an 
analysis is conducted. Voluntary use of the methodology 
to varying degrees during any stage of cleanup may 
improve the project’s environmental outcome.  
 

EPA began developing the methodology in 2009 in order 
to identify a single, comprehensive set of metrics that 
could apply to most sites. Establishment of the 
methodology was also a strategic action outlined in the 
Agency’s 2010 Superfund Green Remediation Strategy.2 
To test and refine proposed metrics and processes, the 
Agency conducted multiple pilot studies for RCRA 
corrective actions and Superfund remedial actions. 
Detailed information on three studies overseen by EPA 
Region 9 is available online.3 In September 2011, the 
draft methodology also was made available to the public 
for review and feedback.  

 

The process for conducting a footprint analysis following 
the methodology involves seven general steps:  
1) Determining the goals and scope of the analysis, which 

vary with the remedial stage and site-specific factors 
2) Gathering information about design, construction, and 

operation of the site’s existing or anticipated remedy  
3) Quantifying the onsite materials and waste metrics, 

which account for the materials used, the recycled 
content of those materials, various wastes generated, 
and portions of the waste that are recycled or reused 

4) Quantifying the onsite water metrics, which consider 
the source and amount of water used on site as well as 
the fate of water after use 

5) Using the combined information to quantify energy 
metrics and air metrics, which jointly consider the total 
amount of energy used (including the portion from 
renewable resources) and the air emissions associated 
with energy usage, onsite activities, and offsite support  

6) Qualitatively describing ecosystem services that are 
affected during remedy implementation, and 

7) Presenting results of each previous step and the overall 
results of analysis. 

The methodology provides a roadmap to quantify the 
project’s environmental footprint. The quantified 
information can then be used to identify opportunities 
for adjusting the project’s operating parameters and 
applying BMPs in ways that reduce the footprint.  

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Principles for 
Greener Cleanups outline the Agency’s policy for evaluating 
and minimizing the environmental “footprint” of activities 
undertaken when cleaning up a contaminated site.1 Use of 
the best management practices (BMPs) recommended in 
EPA’s series of green remediation fact sheets can help project 
managers and other stakeholders apply the principles on a 
routine basis while maintaining the cleanup objectives, 
ensuring protectiveness of a remedy, and improving its 
environmental outcome.  



 

 

EPA’s methodology report includes sample approaches to 
reducing environmental footprints of projects involving 
pump-and-treat, in situ chemical oxidation, and 
bioremediation technologies or excavation. In addition, its 
appendices provide: 
 Seventeen exhibits containing planning checklists 

along with user-friendly reference tables on aspects 
such as common conversion factors, contents of 
materials frequently used for cleanup, and typical 
energy demands of equipment deployed in the field  
 

 A series of detailed tables illustrating potential formats 
for organizing raw data and quantified estimates and 
for presenting overall results of footprint analysis, and 

 Several scenarios illustrating use of the methodology to 
quantify the environmental footprint of a cleanup.  

Based on results of the pilot projects and input from 
cleanup project managers, EPA selected 22 metrics for 
estimating the project footprint (as summarized below). 
Users may wish to supplement this set of metrics with 
additional ones meeting project or organizational needs 
and to tailor the presentation of footprint analysis results 
accordingly. The Agency’s rationale for selecting each of 
these metrics is provided in the methodology report.  
 
 

 
1 U.S. EPA; Principles for Greener Cleanups; August 27, 2009; 

http://www.epa.gov/oswer/greenercleanups 
2 U.S. EPA; Superfund & Green Remediation; 

http://www.epa.gov/superfund/greenremediation/ 
3 U.S. EPA; CLU-IN Green Remediation Focus; Footprint Assessment; 

http://www.cluin.org/greenremediation/subtab_b3.cfm 

For more information, contact: 
Carlos Pachon (pachon.carlos@epa.gov)  

OSWER Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  

Summary of Environmental Footprint Metrics 

Core Element Metric Unit of Measure 

Materials & Waste 
(M&W) 

M&W-1. Refined materials used on site Tons 

M&W-2. % of refined materials from recycled or waste material % 

M&W-3. Unrefined materials used on site Tons 

M&W-4. % of unrefined materials from recycled or waste material % 

M&W-5. Onsite hazardous waste disposed of off site Tons 

M&W-6. Onsite non-hazardous waste disposed of off site Tons 

M&W-7. % of total potential waste recycled or reused % 

Water 
(W) 

Onsite water used (by source)  

 W-1. Source, use, fate combination #1 Millions of gallons 

 W-2. Source, use, fate combination #2 Millions of gallons 

 W-3. Source, use, fate combination #3 Millions of gallons 

 W-4. Source, use, fate combination #4 Millions of gallons 

Energy 
(E) 

E-1. Total energy used MMBtu 

E-2. Total energy voluntarily derived from renewable resources  

 E-2A. Onsite generation or use and biodiesel use MMBtu 

 E-2B. Renewable electricity purchase MWh 

 E-2C. Purchase of renewable energy certificates (RECs) MWh 

Air 
(A) 

A-1. Onsite NOx, SOx, and PM emissions Pounds 

A-2. Onsite HAP emissions Pounds 

A-3. Total NOx, SOx, and PM emissions Pounds 

A-4. Total HAP emissions Pounds 

A-5. Total GHG emissions Tons CO2e 
Land & Ecosystems Qualitative description 

 Visit Green Remediation Focus online  
to learn more about the BMPs:  

http://www.cluin.org/greenremediation 

Access EPA’s in-depth methodology report online at: 
http://www.clu-in.org/greenremediation/methodology 

The series of technical tables appending the 
methodology report provides potential formats for data 
management. Use of these formats can help decision-
makers understand the relationships among activity-
specific data, identify activities with the largest 
footprints, and map various opportunities to reduce the 
overall project footprint.  
 

Considerations when interpreting final results of 
footprint analysis include: 
 Goals of the analysis 
 Data quality 
 Tradeoffs between metrics, and 
 Magnitude of the footprint. 
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Figure 1.    Processes of natural attenuation of petroleum hydrocarbons.

What Is Monitored Natural Attenuation?

The term “monitored natural attenuation,” as used by the EPA, refers
to the reliance on natural processes to achieve site-specific remedial
objectives.  Where found to be a viable remedy, monitored natural
attenuation may be used within the context of a carefully controlled
and monitored site cleanup approach. To be considered an acceptable
alternative, monitored natural attenuation would be expected to
achieve site remedial objectives within a time frame that is reasonable
compared to that offered by other more active methods.  Monitored
natural attenuation is always used in combination with "source
control;" that is, removal of the source of the contamination as far as
practicable.

Natural attenuation processes include a variety of physical, chemical,
or biological processes that, under favorable conditions, act without
human intervention to reduce the mass, toxicity, mobility, volume, or
concentration of contaminants in soil or ground water. These
processes include biodegradation; dispersion; dilution; sorption;
volatilization; and chemical or biological stabilization, transformation,
or destruction of contaminants.

Spills and leaks of petroleum hydrocarbons such as gasoline, diesel,
motor oils, and similar materials have caused widespread

contamination in the environment. Generally these contaminants
are present both in NAPL form (non-aqueous phase liquid; the bulk
liquid petroleum hydrocarbon) and also as dissolved contaminants
in the ground water.  Cleanup of both the NAPL and dissolved
contamination in soils and ground water using many common
remedial techniques is often expensive and slow.  However, under
the proper conditions at some sites, natural attenuation can contribute
significantly to remediation of dissolved petroleum hydrocarbon
contamination and may accomplish site remediation goals at a lower
cost than conventional remediation technologies, within a similar
time frame.  Natural attenuation is not expected to remediate NAPL.

How Does Natural Attenuation Work?

Biodegradation

One of the most important components of natural attenuation is
biodegradation—the change in form of compounds carried out by
living creatures such as microorganisms.  Under the right conditions,
microorganisms can cause or assist chemical reactions that change
the form of the contaminants so that little or no health risk remains.
Biodegradation is important because many important components
of petroleum hydrocarbon contamination can be destroyed by
biodegradation, biodegrading microorganisms are found almost
everywhere, and biodegradation can be very safe and effective.

Many of the most environmentally significant components of petroleum
hydrocarbons such as BTEX (benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene, and
the xylenes) and some PAHs (polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons)
can be biodegraded under the proper environmental conditions.
However, some PAHs, MTBE (methyl tertiary butyl ether, a gasoline
additive) and other components of petroleum hydrocarbons may not
readily biodegrade. Generally speaking, the petroleum hydrocarbons
that are most mobile in the environment (except for MTBE) are also
readily biodegraded. Once the more mobile and easily degradable
petroleum hydrocarbons are removed, the remaining hydrocarbons,
which are not readily degraded, can still pose a high risk in the
immediate vicinity of the area in which they remain.

Microorganisms are most effective at degrading low to moderate
concentrations of contaminants.  High concentrations and very low
concentrations of contaminants may not be biodegradable.

Scope of this fact sheet:

This fact sheet explains what "monitored natural attenuation" means when the term is used to describe a
potential strategy to remediate a contaminated site. It also describes the various physical, chemical and biological
processes of natural attenuation that may occur at a site. This fact sheet is written for an audience with little or no
scientific background and is meant to aid Federal, State, and local regulators in educating the public on complex
environmental issues. Other informational materials are in preparation and will provide more specific details and
scientific depth for the evaluation of monitored natural attenuation as a remedy at specific sites.

Dispersion
and Dilution

Biodegradation      Sorption

Chemical
Reactions

Volatilization
(Evaporation)

Processes
of

NATURAL
ATTENUATION

of
Petroleum

Hydrocarbons



2

Figure 2. As the bulk hydrocarbon moves through the subsurface, some of the liquid may be trapped in the soil or sediment pores (residual
saturation); some may evaporate (volatilization); some may become sorbed to the surface of the soil particles (sorption) and some
may dissolve in the ground water (dissolved plume).  Since bulk petroleum hydrocarbon liquids are less dense than water, the liquid
may float on top of the ground water table, rising and falling as the water table rises and falls through the seasons.  This process can
create a smear zone of residual saturation.  As the dissolved plume moves, the concentration of the dissolved hydrocarbons is lowered
by dispersion and dilution effects.  Microorganisms may degrade hydrocarbons that are dissolved, volatilized or sorbed.

Contaminants in the NAPL phase are not effectively degraded by
microorganisms.

As contaminants biodegrade, the products of the degradation process
may or may not be less harmful than the original contaminants.
Therefore, it is important to investigate the site processes carefully
to be sure that biodegradation is making the site safer.  Fortunately,
petroleum hydrocarbons appear to degrade to less harmful products
in almost all cases. Also, under some conditions, the microbial
activity involved in degrading the contaminants could cause
mobilization of certain materials such as manganese or arsenic
which could cause environmental problems. Monitoring for these
potential problems is necessary.

Sorption

The soil and sediment particles (sand, silt, clay, organic matter)
through which the ground water and dissolved contaminants
move can sorb the contaminant molecules onto the particle
surfaces, and hold bulk liquids in the pores in and between the
particles, thereby slowing or stopping the movement of the
contaminants.   This process can reduce the likelihood that the
contaminants will reach a location (such as a drinking water well
or stream) where they would directly affect human or environmental
health.

Dispersion and Dilution

As the dissolved contaminants move farther away from the source
area, the contaminants are dispersed and diluted to lower and lower

concentrations over time. Eventually the contaminant concentrations
may be reduced so low that the risk to human and environmental
health will be minimal.

Chemical Reactions

Some contaminants degrade by chemical reactions (that are not
facilitated by microorganisms).  However, most petroleum hydro-
carbons are not significantly degraded by chemical reactions in soil
or ground water.

Volatilization (Evaporation)

Many petroleum hydrocarbons evaporate readily into the atmosphere,
where air currents disperse the contaminants, reducing the
concentration.  In some cases, this means of natural attenuation may
be useful, since the hydrocarbons can be broken down by sunlight.
Vapors in contact with soil microorganisms may be biodegraded.
Volatilization from NAPL or ground water into soil gas may be an
important exposure pathway in a risk analysis.

Importance of Natural Attenuation Processes

The processes involved in natural attenuation are operating at all
contaminated sites, but the contribution of natural attenuation to
achieving remediation goals varies in different situations. At some
sites natural attenuation may meet all the remedial goals, and at
other sites natural attenuation may make little or no contribution.
Therefore, before natural attenuation can be selected as a remedial
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alternative, it is necessary to study each contaminated site carefully
to determine how effective natural attenuation is for attaining site
remediation goals.

Bulk petroleum hydrocarbons–gasoline, diesel, motor oil, etc., in the
NAPL form, rather than dissolved in water or sorbed on soil particles–
are not readily degraded by microorganisms.  Also, dispersion,
dilution and sorption of the NAPL is slow.  Therefore, it is important
to determine where this NAPL  may be at a polluted site, in order to
remove or contain as much of it as possible, because the processes
of natural attenuation would not effectively remediate most of this
material in a reasonable time frame.  Natural attenuation processes
are usually of most significance for the remediation of those
contaminants dissolved in water, sorbed on soil particles, or in the
vapor form.

How Is Natural Attenuation Evaluated?

In order to decide what contribution natural attenuation can make to
meeting site remediation goals, very detailed site investigations
must be carried out.  Generally, the investment in site characterization
for determining the applicability of natural attenuation is at least as
expensive and time consuming, if not more so, than for any other site
remediation technology.  However, the long-term costs for natural
attenuation (if natural attenuation is able to achieve most of the site
remediation goals) may be less than for other remedial technologies.

In order to properly evaluate natural attenuation at a site, it is
necessary to know the location and concentration of the contami-
nants, and how the contaminants move in the environment.  Since
contaminants commonly move dissolved in water, the movement of
ground water at the site must be carefully investigated to determine
how the water moves, when it moves and where it moves.  The
subsurface is often very complex in terms of water movement
pathways, and determination of these pathways can be expensive.

Also, evaluation of natural attenuation processes may require a
detailed understanding of the site geochemistry, especially where
biodegradation processes are involved.  The compounds that may
be associated with microbial activity, such as oxygen, carbon dioxide,
nitrate, sulfate, iron, etc., should be measured in order to gain
understanding of what processes the microorganisms are using,
how fast these processes are occurring, and what the results of these
processes are likely to be.

Evaluation of natural attenuation usually involves not only the
determination of what processes of natural attenuation are occurring,
but also the estimation of what the results of these processes will be
in the future.  Therefore, use of natural attenuation as part of the site
remedial plan will necessarily require that a long-term monitoring
plan be instituted.  The monitoring plan should provide information to
allow regulators to decide if natural attenuation is meeting site
objectives, and to verify that there are no changes in conditions
affecting natural attenuation.  A detection system for early warning
of impacts on sensitive receptors, such as drinking water wells,
streams and wetlands should be provided.  Also, plans must be
developed for contingency remedial efforts that can be implemented
if natural attenuation processes do not fulfill expectations.

Summary

Natural attenuation processes occur to varying degrees in all
petroleum hydrocarbon contamination sites, and may contribute
significantly to site remedial goals. Biodegradation processes can be
particularly important for natural attenuation of petroleum
hydrocarbons, because microorganisms can degrade most
environmentally significant petroleum hydrocarbons. Hydrocarbons
dissolved in water or sorbed on soil particles are the most readily
subject to natural attenuation processes, but bulk hydrocarbons
(NAPLs) are not readily subject to natural attenuation in the short

term.  The significance of natural attenuation processes at a given
site for achieving site remedial goals must be carefully evaluated,
and extensive site characterization and monitoring is usually
necessary.

Additional Information:

U.S. EPA.   A Citizen’s Guide to Natural Attenuation.  EPA 542-F-
96-015.  October 1996.  http://www.epa.gov/swertio1/download/
remed/citguide/natural.html.

U.S. EPA.  Commonly Asked Questions Regarding the Use of
Natural Attenuation for Petroleum-Contaminated Sites at Federal
Facilities. http://www.epa.gov/swerffrr/petrol.htm.  (20 May 1999).

U.S. EPA.   Technical Protocol for Evaluating Natural Attenuation of
Chlorinated Solvents in Ground Water. EPA/600/R-98/128.
September 1998.  http://www.epa.gov/ada/reports.html.

U.S. EPA.  Use of Monitored Natural Attenuation at Superfund,
RCRA Corrective Action, and Underground Storage Tank Sites.
OSWER Directive 9200.4-17P, April 21, 1999.  http://
www.epa.gov:80/ordntrnt/ORD/WebPubs/biorem/D9200417.pdf.

For more information, contact:

Jerry N. Jones or John T. Wilson
R.S. Kerr Environmental Research Center
Subsurface Protection and Remediation Division
National Risk Management Research Laboratory
Office of Research and Development
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
P.O. Box 1198
Ada, OK   74820

Authors:

Daniel F. Pope, Dynamac Corporation
Jerry N. Jones, RSKERC/SPRD/NRMRL/ORD

Notice:    This document is being distributed solely for informational
purposes. The information presented in this document is not
intended, nor can it be relied upon, to create any rights enforceable
by any party in litigation with the United States. EPA officials may
decide to follow steps in concert with this information, or to act in
variance with the enclosed information based on an analysis of
specific site circumstances. The Agency also reserves the right to
change the information provided in this document at any time
without public notice.
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A Citizen’s Guide
to Bioremediation

EPA uses many methods to clean up pollution at Superfund and other sites. Some, like bioremediation, are
considered new or innovative. Such methods can be quicker and cheaper than more common methods. If you
live, work, or go to school near a Superfund site, you may want to learn more about cleanup methods. Perhaps
they are being used or are proposed for use at your site. How do they work? Are they safe? This Citizen’s Guide
is one in a series to help answer your questions.

����������	
�������	��

Bioremediation allows natural processes to clean up harmful chemicals in the environment.
Microscopic “bugs” or microbes that live in soil and groundwater like to eat certain harmful
chemicals, such as those found in gasoline and oil spills. When microbes completely digest
these chemicals, they change them into water and harmless gases such as carbon dioxide.

�	��	�������	
��

In order for microbes to clean up harmful chemicals, the right temperature, nutrients (fertiliz-
ers), and amount of oxygen must be present in the soil and groundwater. These conditions
allow the microbes to grow and multiply—and eat more chemicals. When conditions are not
right, microbes grow too slowly or die. Or they can create more harmful chemicals. If
conditions are not right at a site, EPA works to improve them. One way they improve
conditions is to pump air, nutrients, or other substances (such as molasses) underground.
Sometimes microbes are added if enough aren’t already there.

The right conditions for bioremediation cannot always be achieved underground. At some
sites, the weather is too cold or the soil is too dense. At such sites, EPA might dig up the soil
to clean it above ground where heaters and soil mixing help improve conditions. After the soil
is dug up, the proper nutrients are added. Oxygen also may be added by stirring the mixture
or by forcing air through it. However, some microbes work better without oxygen. With the
right temperature and amount of oxygen and nutrients, microbes can do their work to
“bioremediate” the harmful chemicals.
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Sometimes mixing soil can cause harmful chemicals to evaporate before the microbes can eat
them. To prevent these chemicals from polluting the air, EPA mixes the soil inside a special tank
or building where chemicals that evaporate can be collected and treated.

Microbes can help clean polluted groundwater as well as soil. To do this, EPA drills wells and
pumps some of the groundwater into tanks. Here, the water is mixed with nutrients and air
before it is pumped back into the ground. The added nutrients and air help the microbes
bioremediate the groundwater. Groundwater can also be mixed underground by pumping
nutrients and air into the wells.

Once  harmful chemicals are cleaned up and microbes have eaten their available “food,” the
microbes die.

�����	
�������	�������

Bioremediation is very safe because it relies on microbes that naturally occur in soil. These mi-
crobes are helpful and pose no threat to people at the site or in the community.  Microbes them-
selves won’t hurt you, but never touch the polluted soil or groundwater—especially before eating.

No dangerous chemicals are used in bioremediation. The nutrients added to make microbes
grow are fertilizers commonly used on lawns and gardens. Because bioremediation changes the
harmful chemicals into water and harmless gases, the harmful chemicals are completely de-
stroyed. To ensure that bioremediation is working, EPA tests samples of soil
and groundwater.

����������	
�������	��

EPA uses bioremediation because it takes advantage of natural processes. Polluted soil and
groundwater can be cleaned at the site without having to move them somewhere else. If the right
conditions exist or can be created underground, soil and groundwater can be cleaned without
having to dig or pump it up at all. This allows cleanup workers to avoid contact with polluted soil
and groundwater. It also prevents the release of harmful gases into the air. Because microbes
change the harmful chemicals into water and harmless gases, few if any  wastes are created.

Often bioremediation does not require as much equipment or labor as most other methods.
Therefore, it is usually cheaper. Bioremediation has successfully cleaned up many polluted sites
and is being used at 50 Superfund sites across the country.

NOTE: This fact sheet is intended solely as general guidance and information to the public. It is not intended, nor can it be relied
upon, to create any rights enforceable by any party in litigation with the United States, or to endorse the use of products or services
provided by specific vendors. The Agency also reserves the right to change this fact sheet at any time without public notice.

The time it takes to bioremediate a site depends on several factors:

• types and amounts of harmful chemicals present

• size and depth of the polluted area

• type of soil and the conditions present

• whether cleanup occurs above ground or underground

These factors vary from site to site. It can  take a few months or even several  years  for
microbes to eat enough of the harmful chemicals to clean up the site.

�	
��	
�
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 write the Technology
Innovation Office at:

U.S. EPA (5102G)
1200 Pennsylvania Ave.,
NW
Washington, DC 20460

or call them at
(703) 603-9910.

Further information also
can be obtained at
www.cluin.org  or
www.epa.gov/
superfund/sites.



 

Bioventing 
 
Oxygen is delivered to contaminated unsaturated soils by forced air movement (either extraction 
or injection of air) to increase oxygen concentrations and stimulate biodegradation. 

Description: 

Bioventing is a promising new technology that stimulates the natural in situ biodegradation of any 
aerobically degradable compounds in soil by providing oxygen to existing soil microorganisms. In 
contrast to soil vapor vacuum extraction, bioventing uses low air flow rates to provide only 
enough oxygen to sustain microbial activity. Oxygen is most commonly supplied through direct 
air injection into residual contamination in soil. In addition to degradation of adsorbed fuel 
residuals, volatile compounds are biodegraded as vapors move slowly through biologically active 
soil.  

The U.S. Air Force has produced a technical memorandum which summarizes the results of 
bioventing treatability studies of fuels conducted at 145 US Air Force sites. The memorandum 
discusses overall study results and presents cost and performance data and lessons learned.  

Regulatory acceptance of this technology has been obtained in 30 states and in all 10 EPA regions, 
and the use of this technology in the private sector is growing rapidly following USAF leadership. 

Bioventing is a medium to long-term technology. Cleanup ranges from a few months to several 
years. 

 

Synonyms: 

DSERTS Code: H11 (Bioventing)  
 

Applicability: 

Bioventing techniques have been successfully used to remediate soils contaminated by petroleum 
hydrocarbons, nonchlorinated solvents, some pesticides, wood preservatives, and other organic 
chemicals.  

While bioremediation cannot degrade inorganic contaminants, bioremediation can be used to 
change the valence state of inorganics and cause adsorption, uptake, accumulation, and 
concentration of inorganics in micro or macroorganisms. These techniques, while still largely 
experimental, show considerable promise of stabilizing or removing inorganics from soil.  

 

Limitations: 

Factors that may limit the applicability and effectiveness of the process include:  

• The water table within several feet of the surface, saturated soil lenses, or low permeability 



soils reduce bioventing performance.  

• Vapors can build up in basements within the radius of influence of air injection wells. This 
problem can be alleviated by extracting air near the structure of concern.  

• Extremely low soil moisture content may limit biodegradation and the effectiveness of 
bioventing.  

• Monitoring of off-gases at the soil surface may be required.  

• Aerobic biodegradation of many chlorinated compounds may not be effective unless there 
is a co-metabolite present, or an anaerobic cycle.  

• Low temperatures may slow remediation, although successful remediation has been 
demonstrated in extremely cold weather climates.  

 

Data Needs: 

Two basic criteria must be satisfied for successful bioventing. First, air must be able to pass 
through the soil in sufficient quantities to maintain aerobic conditions; second, natural 
hydrocarbon-degrading microorganisms must be present in concentrations large enough to obtain 
reasonable biodegradation rates. Initial testing is designed to determine both air permeability of 
soil and in situ respiration rates.  

Soil grain size and soil moisture significantly influence soil gas permeability. Perhaps the greatest 
limitation to air permeability is excessive soil moisture. A combination of high water tables, high 
moisture, and fine-grained soils has made bioventing infeasible at some Air Force test locations.  

Several soil characteristics that are known to impact microbial activity are pH, moisture, and basic 
nutrients, ( e.g., nitrogen and phosphorus), and temperature. Soil pH measurements show the 
optional pH range to be 6 to 8 for microbial activity; however, microbial respiration has been 
observed at all sites, even in soils that fall outside this optimal range. Optimum soil moisture is 
very soil-specific. Too much moisture can reduce the air permeability of the soil and decrease its 
oxygen transfer capability. Too little moisture will inhibit microbial activity. Several Air Force 
bioventing test sites have sustained biodegradation rates with moisture levels as low as 2 to 5% by 
weight. However, in extremely arid climates, it may be possible to increase the rate of 
biodegradation through irrigation, or humidifying the injected air. 

Biological activity has been measured at Eielson AFB, Alaska, in soil temperatures as low as 0° C. 
Bioventing will more rapidly degrade contaminants during summer months, but some remediation 
occurs in soil temperatures down to 0° C.  

Hydrocarbon degradation rates are almost always estimated from oxygen utilization rates using a 
simple stoichiometric relationship with the implicit assumption that all oxygen loss is due to the 
mineralization of hydrocarbons by microbes. However, simple stoichiometric relationships do not 
account for biomass production and inorganic oxidation reactions. Oxygen serves a terminal 
electron acceptor not only in the degradation of organic matter but also in oxidation of reduced 
inorganic compounds by microorganisms which obtain energy through chemical oxidation. In situ 
respiration tests can also be taken. Measurement of oxygen utilization in a nearby uncontaminated 



area is used to account for inorganic oxidation reactions. When used with other indicators of 
increased microbial activity or biodegradation, respiration tests can provide one of several 
convergent lines of independent evidence to at least qualitatively document biodegradation. 

 

Performance Data: 

Bioventing is becoming more common, and most of the hardware components are readily 
available. Bioventing is receiving increased exposure to the remediation consulting community, 
particularly its use in conjunction with soil vapor extraction (SVE). The Air Force is sponsoring 
bioventing demonstrations at 135 sites. As with all biological technologies, the time required to 
remediate a site using bioventing is highly dependent upon the specific soil and chemical 
properties of the contaminated media.  An overview of this technology, including installation 
protocols, provided by the Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence (AFCEE) is located at  
http://www.afcee.brooks.af.mil/er/ert/bioventing.htm.   

 

Cost: 

Based on the Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence (AFCEE) and commercial 
applications of this technology, costs for operating a bioventing system typically are $10 to $70 
per cubic meter ($10 to $50 per cubic yard). Factors that affect the cost of bioventing include 
contaminant type and concentration, soil permeability, well spacing and number, pumping rate, 
and off-gas treatment. This technology does not require expensive equipment and relatively few 
personnel are involved in the operation and maintenance of a bioventing system. Periodic 
maintenance monitoring is conducted. Additional cost information regarding this technology can 
be found at http://www.frtr.gov/cost/ .  

 

 



Dual Phase 
Extraction 

A high vacuum system is applied to simultaneously remove various 
combinations of contaminated ground water, separate-phase petroleum 
product, and hydrocarbon vapor from the subsurface. 

 Dual-phase extraction (DPE), also known as multi-phase extraction, 
vacuum-enhanced extraction, or sometimes bioslurping, is a technology 
that uses a high vacuum system to remove various combinations of 
contaminated ground water, separate-phase petroleum product, and 
hydrocarbon vapor from the subsurface. Extracted liquids and vapor are 
treated and collected for disposal, or re-injected to the subsurface 
(where permissible under applicable state laws).  

In DPE systems for liquid/vapor treatment, a high vacuum system is 
utilized to remove liquid and gas from low permeability or 
heterogeneous formations. The vacuum extraction well includes a 
screened section in the zone of contaminated soils and ground water. It 
removes contaminants from above and below the water table. The 
system lowers the water table around the well, exposing more of the 
formation. Contaminants in the newly exposed vadose zone are then 
accessible to vapor extraction. Once above ground, the extracted vapors 
or liquid-phase organics and ground water are separated and treated. 
DPE for liquid/vapor treatment is generally combined with 
bioremediation, air sparging, or bioventing when the target 
contaminants include long-chained hydrocarbons. Use of dual phase 
extraction with these technologies can shorten the cleanup time at a 
site. It also can be used with pump-and-treat technologies to recover 
ground water in higher-yielding aquifers.  

The DPE process for undissolved liquid-phase organics, also known as 
free product recovery, is used primarily in cases where a fuel 
hydrocarbon lens more than 20 centimeters (8 inches) thick is floating 
on the water table. The free product is generally drawn up to the 
surface by a pumping system. Following recovery, it can be disposed 
of, re-used directly in an operation not requiring high-purity materials, 
or purified prior to re-use. Systems may be designed to recover only 
product, mixed product and water, or separate streams of product and 
water. Dual phase extraction is a full-scale technology. 

 

Multi-phase extraction; Vacuum-enhanced extraction; Free product 
recovery; Liquid-Liquid Extraction. 

DSERTS Code: F12 (Dual-phase extraction) 
F13 (Free product recovery) 

Synonyms: 

 

Applicability:  The target contaminant groups for dual phase extraction are VOCs and 
fuels (e.g., LNAPLs). Dual phase vacuum extraction is more effective 



than SVE for heterogeneous clays and fine sands. However, it is not 
recommended for lower permeability formations due to the potential to 
leave isolated lenses of undissolved product in the formation.  

 

Limitations:  Factors that may limit the applicability and effectiveness of the process 
include:  

• Site geology and contaminant characteristics/distribution.  

• Combination with complementary technologies (e.g., pump-
and-treat) may be required to recover ground water from high 
yielding aquifers.  

• Dual phase extraction requires both water treatment and vapor 
treatment.  

 

Data Needs:  Data needs include physical and chemical properties of the product 
released (e.g., viscosity, density, composition, depth, and solubility in 
water); soil properties (e.g., capillary forces, effective porosity, 
moisture content, organic content, hydraulic conductivity, and texture); 
nature of the release (e.g., initial date of occurrence, duration, volume, 
and rate); geology (e.g., stratigraphy that promotes trapped pockets of 
free product); hydrogeologic regime (e.g., permeability, depth to water 
table, ground water flow direction, and gradient); and anticipated 
product recharge rate. 

 

Performance Data:  Once contaminants are detected, the immediate response should 
include both removal of the source and recovery of product by the most 
expedient means. Dual Phase Extraction methods will extract 
contaminated water with the product. It may be necessary to separate 
water and product prior to disposal or recycling of the product. As a 
result of the removal of substantial quantities of water during dual 
pumping operations, on-site water treatment will normally be required. 
When treatment of recovered water is required, permits will usually be 
necessary.  

 

Cost:  Because of the number of variances involved, establishing general costs 
for dual phase extraction is difficult. Some representative costs are 
$500 per month for a single phase extraction (hand bailing) system; 
$1,200 to $2,000 per month for a single phase extraction (skimming) 
system; and $2,500 to $4,000 per month for a dual pumping system. 
These costs illustrate the relative magnitudes of the various recovery 
options available, which are typically less than other types of 



remediation.  

Key cost factors for the recovery of free product include waste 
disposal, potential for sale of recovered product for recycling, on-site 
equipment rental (e.g., pumps, tanks, treatment systems), installation of 
permanent equipment, and engineering and testing costs. 

Estimated cost ranges per site are between $85,000 to $500,000 per 
site. 

References:  American Petroleum Institute, 1989. A Guide to the Assessment and 
Remediation of Underground Petroleum Releases, Publication 1628, 
API, Washington, DC, 81 pp.  

DOE, 1994. Technology Application Analysis: Petroleum Product 
Recovery and Contaminated Groundwater Remediation Amoco 
Petroleum Pipeline Constantine, MI, prepared by Stone & Webster 
Environmental Technology & Services.

DOE, 1994. Technology Application Analysis: Recovery of Free 
Petroleum ProductFort Drum, Fuel Dispensing Area 1595 
Watertown, New York, prepared by Stone & Webster Environmental 
Technology & Services.

EPA, 1988. Cleanup of Releases from Petroleum USTs: Selected 
Technologies, Washington, DC, EPA/530/UST-88/001.  

EPA, 1997. Analysis of Selected Enhancements for Soil Vapor 
Extraction, EPA OSWER, EPA/542/R-97/007.

FRTR, 1998. Remediation Case Studies: Six Phase Soil Heating at 
the U.S. Department of Energy's Savannah River Site, M Area, 
Aiken, South Carolina; and Hanford Site, 300-Area, Richland, 
Washington. 

Kram, M.L., 1990. "Measurement of Floating Petroleum Product 
Thickness and Determination of Hydrostatic Head in Monitoring 
Wells", NEESA Energy and Environmental News Information Bulletin 
No. 1B-107.  

Kram, M.L., 1993. "Free Product Recovery: Mobility Limitations 
and Improved Approaches", NFESC Information Bulletin No. IB-
123.  

NEESA, 1992. Immediate Response to Free Product Discovery, 
NEESA Document No. 20.2-051.4. 

 



 

Electrokinetic Remediation 
 
The Electrokinetic Remediation (ER) process removes metals and organic contaminants from low 
permeability soil, mud, sludge, and marine dredging. ER uses electrochemical and electrokinetic 
processes to desorb, and then remove, metals and polar organics. This in situ soil processing 
technology is primarily a separation and removal technique for extracting contaminants from 
soils. 

Description: 
 
The principle of electrokinetic remediation relies upon application of a low-intensity direct current 
through the soil between ceramic electrodes that are divided into a cathode array and an anode 
array. This mobilizes charged species, causing ions and water to move toward the electrodes. 
Metal ions, ammonium ions, and positively charged organic compounds move toward the cathode. 
Anions such as chloride, cyanide, fluoride, nitrate, and negatively charged organic compounds 
move toward the anode. The current creates an acid front at the anode and a base front at the 
cathode. This generation of acidic condition in situ may help to mobilize sorbed metal 
contaminants for transport to the collection system at the cathode.  

The two primary mechanisms transport contaminants through the soil towards one or the other 
electrodes: electromigration and electroosmosis. In electromigration, charged particles are 
transported through the substrate. In contrast, electroosmosis is the movement of a liquid 
containing ions relative to a stationary charged surface. Of the two, electromigration is the main 
mechanism for the ER process. The direction and rate of movement of an ionic species will 
depend on its charge, both in magnitude and polarity, as well as the magnitude of the 
electroosmosis-induced flow velocity. Non-ionic species, both inorganic and organic, will also be 
transported along with the electroosmosis induced water flow. 

Two approaches are taken during electrokinetic remediation: "Enhanced Removal" and 
"Treatment without Removal". 

"Enhanced Removal" is achieved by electrokinetic transport of contaminants toward the polarized 
electrodes to concentrate the contaminants for subsequent removal and ex-situ treatment. Removal 
of contaminants at the electrode may be accomplished by several means among which are: 
electroplating at the electrode; precipitation or co-precipitation at the electrode; pumping of water 
near the electrode; or complexing with ion exchange resins. Enhanced removal is widely used on 
remediation of soils contaminated metals. 

"Treatment without Removal" is achieved by electro-osmotic transport of contaminants through 
treatment zones placed between electrodes. The polarity of the electrodes is reversed periodically, 
which reverses the direction of the contaminants back and forth through treatment zones. The 
frequency with which electrode polarity is reversed is determined by the rate of transport of 
contaminants through the soil. This approach can be used on in-situ remediation of soils 
contaminated with organic species. 

 



Synonyms: 

Electrokinetics; Electromigration. 
 

Applicability: 

Targeted contaminants for electrokinetics are heavy metals, anions, and polar organics in soil, 
mud, sledge, and marine dredging. Concentrations that can be treated range from a few parts per 
million (ppm) to tens of thousands ppm. Electrokinetics is most applicable in low permeability 
soils. Such soils are typically saturated and partially saturated clays and silt-clay mixtures, and are 
not readily drained.  

 

Limitations: 

Factors that may limit the applicability and effectiveness of this process include:  

• Effectiveness is sharply reduced for wastes with a moisture content of less than 10 percent. 
Maximum effectiveness occurs if the moisture content is between 14 and 18 percent.  

• The presence of buried metallic or insulating material can induce variability in the 
electrical conductivity of the soil, therefore, the natural geologic spatial variability should 
be delineated. Additionally, deposits that exhibit very high electrical conductivity, such as 
ore deposits, cause the technique to be inefficient.  

• Inert electrodes, such as carbon, graphite, or platinum, must be used so that no residue will 
be introduced into the treated soil mass. Metallic electrodes may dissolve as a result of 
electrolysis and introduce corrosive products into the soil mass.  

• Electrokinetics is most effective in clays because of the negative surface charge of clay 
particles. However, the surface charge of the clay is altered by both charges in the pH of 
the pore fluid and the adsorption of contaminants. Extreme pH at the electrodes and 
reduction-oxidation changes induced by the process electrode reactions many inhibit ER’s 
effectiveness, although acidic conditions (i.e., low pH) may help to remove metals.  

• Oxidation/reduction reactions can form undesirable products (e.g., chlorine gas).  
 

 

Performance Data: 

There have been few, if any, commercial applications of electrokinetic remediation in the United 
States. The electrokinetic technology has been operated for test and demonstration purposes at the 
pilot scale and at full scale at the following sites: (1) Louisiana State University, (2) 
Electrokinetics, Inc., (3) Geokinetics International, Inc., and (4) Battelle Memorial Institute. 
Geokinetics International, Inc.(GII) has successfully demonstrated the in situ electrokinetic 
remediation process in five field sites in Europe.  

In 1996, a comprehensive demonstration study of lead extraction at a U.S.Army firing range in 
Louisiana was conducted by DoD’s Small Business Innovative Research Program and 



Electrokinetics, Inc. The EPA taking part in independent assessments of the results, found pilot-
scale studies have demonstrated that concentrations of lead decreased to less than 300 mg/kg in 30 
weeks of electrokinetic processing when the soils where originally contaminated as high as 4,500 
mg/kg of lead. 

 

Cost: 

Costs will vary with the amount of soil to be treated, the conductivity of the soil, the type of 
contaminant, the spacing of electrodes, and the type of process design employed. Ongoing pilot-
scale studies using "real-world" soils indicate that the energy expenditures in extraction of metals 
from soils may be 500 kWh/m3 or more at electrode spacing of 1.0m to 1.5m. Direct costs 
estimates of about $15/m3 for a suggested energy expenditure of $0.03 per kilowatt hours, together 
with the cost of enhancement, could result in direct costs of $50/m3 or more. A recent study 
estimated full scale costs at $117 per cubic meter.  If no other efficient in situ technology is 
available to remediate fine-grained and heterogeneous subsurface deposits contaminated with 
metals, this technique would remain potentially competitive.  

 

References: 

Treatment Technologies for Site Cleanup: Annual Status Report (ASR), Tenth Edition, EPA 542-
R-01-004

Innovative Remediation Technologies:  Field Scale Demonstration Project in North America, 2nd 
Edition

Abstracts of Remediation Case Studies, Volume 4,  June, 2000, EPA 542-R-00-006  
Guide to Documenting and Managing Cost and Performance Information for Remediation 
Projects - Revised Version, October, 1998, EPA 542-B-98-007  
EPA, 1996. Recent Development for In Situ Treatment of Metal Contaminated Soil, EPA Office of 
Solid Waste & Emergency Response. Technology Innovative Office. Washington, DC.

USAEC, 1997. "In-situ Electrokinetic Remediation for Metal Contaminated Soils" in Innovative 
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A Citizen’s Guide
to Fracturing

EPA uses many methods to clean up pollution at Superfund and other sites. If you live, work, or go to school near
a Superfund site, you may want to learn more about cleanup methods. Perhaps they are being used or are pro-
posed for use at your site. How do they work? Are they safe? This Citizen’s Guide is one in a series to help
answer your questions.
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Fracturing is a way to crack rock or very dense soil, like clay, below ground. It is not
necessarily a cleanup method in itself. Rather, fracturing is used to break up the ground to
help other cleanup methods work better. The cracks, which are called fractures, create
paths through which harmful chemicals can be removed or destroyed.

���� ����� ��� ��	��

Harmful chemicals can travel deep below the ground surface. As a result, reaching the chemi-
cals to clean them up can be difficult. Fracturing helps create paths through rock and dense soil
to where the chemicals are located. Then the harmful chemicals can be pumped out of the
ground through wells and treated (See A Citizen’s Guide to Pump and Treat [EPA 542-F-
01-025]). Or cleanup materials, like microbes and oxidants, can be pumped down into the
polluted area to destroy the harmful chemicals (See A Citizen’s Guide to Bioremediation
[EPA 542-F-01-001] and A Citizen’s Guide to Chemical Oxidation [EPA 542-F-01-013]).
There are three ways to fracture soil and rock:

Hydraulic fracturing uses a liquid—usually water. The water is pumped under pressure into
holes drilled in the ground. The force of the water causes the soil (or sometimes rock) to crack.
It also causes existing fractures to grow larger. To fracture soil at greater depths, sand is pumped
underground with the water. The sand helps prop the fractures open and keep them from closing
under the weight of the soil.

Pneumatic fracturing uses air, to fracture soil. It also can help remove chemicals that
evaporate or change to gases quickly when exposed to air. When air is forced into the soil,
the chemicals evaporate and the gases are captured and treated above ground. (See the
figure on page 2.)

Air can be forced into the ground at different depths within a hole. When air is forced near
the ground surface, the surface around the holes may rise as much as an inch, but will settle
back close to its original level. In both pneumatic and hydraulic fracturing, equipment placed
underground directs the pressure to the particular zone of soil that needs to be fractured.
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Blast-enhanced fracturing uses explosives, such as dynamite, to fracture rock. The explo-
sives are placed in holes and detonated. The main purpose is to create more pathways for
polluted groundwater to reach wells drilled for pump and treat cleanup.

��� �	�
��	��� �����

When properly used, fracturing is a safe way to help cleanup methods work better. Before
fracturing is used, EPA studies the site and tests the method to confirm it can work.
EPA does not conduct fracturing near underground pipelines or above-ground
structures that can be damaged.

���� ���� �	�
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Fracturing is used to help reach chemicals in rock and dense soil so they can be cleaned up
faster. It offers a way of reaching pollution deep in the ground where it would be difficult or
costly to dig down so far. Fracturing can reduce the number of wells needed for certain cleanup
methods, which can save time and reduce cleanup costs. Often fracturing is used to help clean
up non-aqueous phase liquids or NAPLs—chemicals that don’t dissolve readily in the ground-
water. NAPLs are difficult to clean up where there are few fractures in the ground. Fracturing
has been used in cleanups at many sites throughout the country.

NOTE: This fact sheet is intended solely as general guidance and information to the public. It is not intended, nor can it be relied
upon, to create any rights enforceable by any party in litigation with the United States, or to endorse the use of products or services
provided by specific vendors. The Agency also reserves the right to change this fact sheet at any time without public notice.

Fracturing rock and soil does not take very long. It may only take a few
days. However, even with the help of fracturing, actual cleanup may take
months or years. The time it takes to clean up a site depends on
several factors:

• size and depth of the polluted area

• types and amounts of harmful chemicals present

• type of soil or rock

• cleanup method used
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write the Technology
Innovation Office at:

U.S. EPA (5102G)
1200 Pennsylvania
Ave., NW
Washington, DC
20460

or call them at
(703) 603-9910.

Further information also
can be obtained at
www.cluin.org or
www.epa.gov/
superfund/sites.
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A Citizen’s Guide to Soil Vapor
Extraction and Air Sparging

�
�

EPA uses many methods to clean up pollution at Superfund and other sites. If you live, work, or go to school
near a Superfund site, you may want to learn more about cleanup methods. Perhaps they are being used or are
proposed for use at your site. How do they work? Are they safe? This Citizen’s Guide is one in a series to help
answer your questions.

The water table is the level of groundwater below
the ground surface.
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Soil vapor extraction or SVE removes harmful chemicals, in the form of vapors, from the soil
above the water table. Vapors are the gases that form when chemicals evaporate. The vapors

are extracted (removed) from the ground by applying a vacuum
to pull the vapors out.

Air sparging uses air to help remove harmful vapors from polluted
soil and groundwater below the water table. When air is pumped
underground, the chemicals evaporate faster, which makes them

easier to remove. Like SVE, a vacuum then extracts the vapors. Certain chemicals—like solvents
and fuel—evaporate easily. SVE and air sparging work best on these types of chemicals. SVE
and air sparging are often used at the same time to clean up both soil and groundwater.

�	�� �	� ����� �	���

SVE requires drilling extraction wells within the polluted area. These wells are drilled into
the soil, but not the groundwater. Attached to the wells is equipment that creates a vacuum,
which pulls air and vapors through the soil and up to the surface.

Air injection wells can be drilled to help the cleanup. Air injection wells pump air into the
ground. The air causes the pollution to evaporate faster. Sometimes air vents are used instead
of air injection wells. Air vents don’t pump air, but provide a passage for fresh air to enter the
ground. The number of air injection and extraction wells can range from one to hundreds,
depending on the size of the polluted area.

Once the extraction wells pull the air and vapors out of the ground, special air pollution
control equipment collects them. The equipment separates the harmful vapors from the clean
air. Then, the vapors sorb or stick to solid materials. Or they are condensed to liquids. These
polluted solids and liquids are disposed of safely.

Air sparging works very much like SVE. However, the wells that pump air into the ground
are drilled into water-soaked soil below the water table. Air pumped into the wells disturbs
the groundwater. This helps the pollution change into vapors. The vapors rise into the drier
soil above the groundwater and are pulled out of the ground by extraction wells. The harmful
vapors are removed in the same way as SVE.
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The air used in SVE and air sparging also helps clean up pollution by encouraging the growth of
microbes. These tiny bugs are found naturally in soil and can use pollution for food. When
microbes completely digest pollution, they can change it into water and harmless vapors. (A
Citizen’s Guide to Bioremediation [EPA 542-F-01-001] describes how microbes work.)
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When properly designed and operated, SVE and air sparging are safe cleanup methods. No one
has to dig up the pollution, and no chemicals—just air—are added to the ground.
EPA makes sure that harmful vapors are collected and disposed of properly.
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SVE and air sparging are quicker than cleanup methods that rely on natural processes to do the
work. In general, the wells and equipment are simple to install and maintain. And they can reach
greater depths than methods that involve digging up soil. SVE and air sparging are effective at
removing many types of pollution that can evaporate. Both methods can be used with other methods to
clean up other types of pollution as well. Both methods work best in loose soils—like sand and gravel.
But they both work well under many types of conditions.

SVE and air sparging are often chosen to clean up Superfund sites. EPA has selected SVE for
use at approximately196 sites and air sparging for use at roughly 48 sites.

NOTE: This fact sheet is intended solely as general guidance and information to the public. It is not intended, nor can it be relied
upon, to create any rights enforceable by any party in litigation with the United States, or to endorse the use of products or services
provided by specific vendors. The Agency also reserves the right to change this fact sheet at any time without public notice.

Cleaning up a site using SVE and air sparging can take years. The
time depends on several factors:

• size and depth of the polluted area

• type of soil and conditions present (wet or dense soil can slow the process.)

• type and amounts of harmful chemicals present

The air injected into the ground can be heated to speed up the process. The heated soil
helps evaporate the chemicals faster. Also, other sources of heat, like steam or hot water
can be pumped into the injection wells to heat up the soil. (See A Citizen’s Guide to In
Situ Thermal Treatment [EPA 542-F-01-012].)
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 write the Technology
Innovation Office at:

U.S. EPA (5102G)
1200 Pennsylvania Ave.,
NW
Washington, DC 20460

or call them at
(703) 603-9910.

Further information also
can be obtained at
www.cluin.org  or
www.epa.gov/
superfund/sites.
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A Citizen’s Guide to
In Situ Flushing

? ?EPA uses many methods to clean up pollution at Superfund and other sites. Some, like in situ flushing, are consid-
ered new or innovative. Such methods can be quicker and cheaper than more common methods. If you live,
work, or go to school near a Superfund site, you may want to learn more about cleanup methods. Perhaps they
are being used or are proposed for use at your site. How do they work? Are they safe? This Citizen’s Guide is
one in a series to help answer your questions.

What is in situ flushing?What is in situ flushing?What is in situ flushing?What is in situ flushing?What is in situ flushing?

In situ flushing is a way to clean up harmful chemicals in polluted soil and groundwater by
pumping water or chemicals into the ground. This helps flush the harmful chemicals from the
ground by moving them toward wells that pump the chemicals out of the ground. The pro-
cess works in situ, which means the polluted soil is cleaned up in place and does not need to
be dug up.

How does it work?How does it work?How does it work?How does it work?How does it work?

The goal of in situ flushing is to improve the effectiveness of pump and treat cleanup methods.
Pump and treat methods pump polluted groundwater up through wells to the ground surface
where it is cleaned up. (See A Citizen’s Guide to Pump and Treat [EPA 542-F-01-025].)
When harmful chemicals don’t dissolve in the groundwater, they can’t easily be pumped out of
the ground. Some chemicals like solvents and heating oil exist as liquids but do not dissolve
easily in water. They are called non-aqueous phase liquids or NAPLs. NAPLs can remain in
the soil for many years and slowly dissolve into the groundwater. As a result, they can be a
source of groundwater pollution for a long time.

In situ flushing using chemicals like surfactants and cosolvents can help dissolve NAPLs.
Surfactants are commonly found in detergents and some food products. Cosolvents are
alcohols, like ethanol or methanol. When used for in situ flushing, a surfactant or cosolvent is
mixed with water. The mixture is pumped down a well, or several wells, drilled in the polluted
area where it helps dissolve the NAPLs. The mixture also can help move the NAPLs toward
the wells.

At some sites, the surfactant mixture may stick or sorb to the soil. This may increase the
amount of surfactant required to remove the NAPL. If this happens, a cosolvent can be
added to the surfactants mixture to prevent the surfactant from sorbing to the soil.

In situ flushing works best in soil that is very permeable. In other words, groundwater can
flow through it easily. In situ flushing also works best if the soil underneath the polluted area is
not very permeable, like clay. The clay prevents the surfactant or cosolvent from moving
below the polluted area. When a clay layer does not exist, a surfactant foam method can
be used. In this method, air is pumped underground with the surfactant and water. The air
forms a foam that prevents the surfactant from moving beyond the polluted area.
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The time it takes for in situ flushing to clean up a site depends on
several factors:

• size and depth of the polluted area

• type and amount of NAPL

• type of soil and conditions present

• how groundwater flows through the soil (How fast? Along what path?)

Cleanup of a site can take months or years using in situ flushing.

For more
information
write the Technology
Innovation Office at:

U.S. EPA (5102G)
1200 Pennsylvania Ave.,
NW
Washington, DC 20460

or call them at
(703) 603-9910.

Further information also
can be obtained at
www.cluin.org or
www.epa.gov/
superfund/sites.

Is in situ flushing safe?Is in situ flushing safe?Is in situ flushing safe?Is in situ flushing safe?Is in situ flushing safe?

In situ flushing can be quite safe, but there are some potential hazards. Workers that handle the
chemicals pumped down the wells must wear protective clothing. Also, surfactant or cosolvent
left behind after cleanup may be harmful. But at some sites, scientists may want to leave small
amounts of surfactant or cosolvent in the polluted area to help with bioremediation. (See A
Citizen’s Guide to Bioremediation [EPA 542-F-01-001].)

Why use in situ flushing?Why use in situ flushing?Why use in situ flushing?Why use in situ flushing?Why use in situ flushing?

In situ flushing is used to help pump and treat groundwater. It is one of the few methods that can
help clean up NAPL in place. This avoids the expense of digging up the soil for disposal or
cleanup. Depending on the number of wells and the amount of surfactant or cosolvent needed, in
situ flushing can be expensive and difficult to use. However, in situ flushing has successfully
cleaned up many polluted sites and has been used, or is being used, at 16 Superfund sites
across the country.

NOTE: This fact sheet is intended solely as general guidance and information to the public. It is not intended, nor can it be relied
upon, to create any rights enforceable by any party in litigation with the United States, or to endorse the use of products or services
provided by specific vendors. The Agency also reserves the right to change this fact sheet at any time without public notice.
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A Citizen’s Guide
to Chemical Oxidation

�
�

EPA uses many methods to clean up pollution at Superfund and other sites. Some, like chemical oxidation, are
considered new or innovative. Such methods can be quicker and cheaper than more common methods. If you
live, work, or go to school near a Superfund site, you may want to learn more about cleanup methods. Perhaps
they are being used or are proposed for use at your site. How do they work? Are they safe? This Citizen’s Guide
is one in a series to help answer your questions.
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Chemical oxidation uses chemicals called oxidants to destroy pollution in soil and ground-
water. Oxidants help change harmful chemicals into harmless ones, like water and carbon
dioxide. Chemical oxidation can destroy many types of chemicals like fuels, solvents, and
pesticides.

���� ��	�� ��� �����

Chemical oxidation does not involve digging up polluted soil or groundwater. Instead, wells
are drilled at different depths in the polluted area. The wells pump the oxidant into the
ground. The oxidant mixes with the harmful chemicals and causes them to break down.
When the process is complete, only water and other harmless chemicals are left behind.



To clean up a site faster, oxidants can be pumped in one well and out another well. This ap-
proach helps mix the oxidant with the harmful chemicals in the groundwater and soil. After the
mixture is pumped out, it is pumped back (recirculated) down the first well. As pumping and
mixing continues, more polluted soil and groundwater are cleaned up.

It can be hard to pump oxidants to the right spots in the ground. So before drilling starts, EPA
must study the conditions underground by testing the soil and groundwater. Where is the pollu-
tion? How will the oxidant spread through the soil and groundwater to reach it?

The most common oxidant to clean up pollution is hydrogen peroxide. Another is potassium
permanganate, which is cheaper. Both oxidants are pumped as liquids. And both have advan-
tages depending on the site. Ozone is another strong oxidant, but because it is a gas, it can be
difficult to use.

At some sites, a catalyst is used with the oxidant. A catalyst is a chemical that increases the
strength or speed of a process. For instance, if hydrogen peroxide is mixed with an iron catalyst,
it produces a strong chemical called a free radical. Free radicals can destroy more harmful
chemicals than hydrogen peroxide alone.

Chemical oxidation can create enough heat to boil water. The heat can cause the chemicals
underground to evaporate, or change into gases. The gases rise through the soil
to the ground surface where they are captured and cleaned up.

��� ��	
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Chemical oxidation can be quite safe to use, but there are potential hazards. Oxidants are corro-
sive, which means they can wear away certain materials and can burn the skin. People who work
with oxidants must wear protective clothing. Some oxidants can explode if used under the wrong
conditions. Explosions can be prevented, however, through proper design of the chemical oxida-
tion system. EPA makes sure that the system is properly designed. Workers also test the soil,
groundwater, and air after chemical oxidation to make sure the site is cleaned up.
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Chemical oxidation is being used at hundreds of sites across the country. It destroys pollution
underground without having to dig it up or pump it out for transport to a treatment system. This
saves time and money. Often chemical oxidation is used to clean up pollution that other methods
can’t reach, like pollution deep within the groundwater. Chemical oxidiation can be used to
clean up the source of pollution. Most other methods that are used to remove the source are
very slow and more expensive.

NOTE: This fact sheet is intended solely as general guidance and information to the public. It is not intended, nor can it be relied
upon, to create any rights enforceable by any party in litigation with the United States, or to endorse the use of products or services
provided by specific vendors. The Agency also reserves the right to change this fact sheet at any time without public notice.
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write the Technology
Innovation Office at:

U.S. EPA (5102G)
1200 Pennsylvania
Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20460

or call them at
(703) 603-9910.

Further information also
can be obtained at
www.cluin.org  or
www.epa.gov/
superfund/sites.

The time it takes for chemical oxidation to clean up a site depends
on several factors:

• size and depth of the polluted area

• type of soil and conditions present

• how groundwater flows through the soil (How fast? Along what path?)

In general, chemical oxidation offers rapid cleanup times compared to other methods.
Cleanup times can be measured in months, rather than years.



In Well Air 
Stripping 

Air is injected into a double screened well, lifting the water in the well 
and forcing it out the upper screen. Simultaneously, additional water is 
drawn in the lower screen. Once in the well, some of the VOCs in the 
contaminated ground water are transferred from the dissolved phase to the 
vapor phase by air bubbles. The contaminated air rises in the well to the 
water surface where vapors are drawn off and treated by a soil vapor 
extraction system. 

Description:     
Air is injected into a double screened well, lifting the water in the well 
and forcing it out the upper screen. Simultaneously, additional water is 
drawn in the lower screen. Once in the well, some of the VOCs in the 
contaminated ground water are transferred from the dissolved phase to the 
vapor phase by air bubbles. The contaminated air rises in the well to the 
water surface where vapors are drawn off and treated by a soil vapor 
extraction system. This SVE system, in addition to collecting the vapors 
from within the well, collects vapors from the surrounding vadose zone. 
The partially treated ground water is never brought to the surface; it is 
forced into the unsaturated zone, and the process is repeated as water 
follows a hydraulic circulation pattern or cell that allows continuous 
cycling of ground water. As ground water circulates through the treatment 
system in situ, contaminant concentrations are gradually reduced. In-well 
air stripping is a pilot-scale technology.  

Modifications to the basic in-well stripping process may involve additives 
injected into the stripping well to enhance biodegradation (e.g., nutrients, 
electron acceptors, etc.). In addition, the area around the well affected by 
the circulation cell (radius of influence) can be modified through the 
addition of certain chemicals to allow in situ stabilization of metals 
originally dissolved in ground water. 

The duration of in-well air stripping is short- to long-term, depending 
contaminant concentrations, Henry's law constants of the contaminants, 
the radius of influence, and site hydrogeology. 

Circulating Wells 

Circulating wells (CWs) provide a technique for subsurface remediation 
by creating a three-dimensional circulation pattern of the ground water. 
Ground Water is drawn into a well through one screened section and is 
pumped through the well to a second screened section where it is 
reintroduced to the aquifer. The flow direction through the well can be 
specified as either upward or downward to accommodate site-specific 
conditions. Because ground water is not pumped above ground, pumping 
costs and permitting issues are reduced and eliminated, respectively. Also, 
the problems associated with storage and discharge are removed. In 
addition to ground water treatment, CW systems can provide 
simultaneous vadose zone treatment in the form of bioventing or soil 
vapor extraction. 



CW systems can provide treatment inside the well, in the aquifer, or a 
combination of both. For effective in-well treatment, the contaminants 
must be adequately soluble and mobile so they can be transported by the 
circulating ground water. Because CW systems provide a wide range of 
treatment options, they provide some degree of flexibility to a remediation 
effort. 

 

Synonyms: Vacuum vapor extraction; In-well aeration; Vacuum vaporizer well, 
ground water circulating wells.  

 

Applicability:  The target contaminant groups for vacuum vapor extraction are 
halogenated VOCs, SVOCs, and fuels. Variations of the technology may 
allow for its effectiveness against some nonhalogenated VOCs, SVOCs, 
pesticides, and inorganics. Typically, in-well air stripping systems are a 
cost-effective approach for remediating VOC-contaminated ground water 
at sites with deep water tables because the water does not need to be 
brought to the surface.  

CW systems are most effective at treating sites with volatile contaminants 
with relatively high aqueous solubility and strong biodegradation 
potential, e.g., halogenated and non-halogenated VOCs. CWs operate 
more efficiently with horizontal conductivities greater that 10-3 cm/sec 
and a ratio of horizontal to vertical conductivities between 3 and 10. A 
ratio of less than 3 indicates short circulation times and a small radius of 
influence. If the ratio is greater that 10, the circulation time may be 
unacceptably long. 

 

Limitations:  The following factors may limit the applicability and effectiveness of the 
process:  

• UVB-type systems only treat the water in the stripping well.  

• In general, in-well air strippers are more effective at sites 
containing high concentrations of dissolved contaminants with 
high Henry's law constants.  

• Fouling of the system may occur by infiltrating precipatation 
containing oxidized constituents.  

• Shallow aquifers may limit process effectiveness.  

• Effective CW installations require a well-defined contaminant 
plume to prevent the spreading or smearing of the contamination. 
They should not be applied to sites containing NAPLs to prevent 



the possibility of smearing the contaminants.  

• CWs are limited to sites with horizontal hydraulic conductivities 
greater that 10-5 cm/sec and should not be utilized at sites that have 
lenses of low-conductivity deposits.  

• In well air stripping may not be efficient in sites with strong 
natural flow patterns.  

 

  

Performance 
Data:  

A variation of this process, called Unterdruck-Verdampfer Brunner 
(UVB), has been used at numerous sites in Germany and has been 
introduced recently into the United States. Stanford University has 
developed another variation of this process, called NoVOCs, an in-well 
sparging system, which is currently being evaluated as part of DOE's 
Integrated Technology Demonstration Program. The Stanford system 
combines air-lift pumping with a vapor stripping technique. Wasatch 
Environmental, Inc. has also developed and patented another type of in-
well vapor stripping system known as Denstiy Driven Convection (DDC). 
The DDC system emphasizes the enhancement of bioremediation and 
involves the dishcharge of extracted vapors into the vadose zone for 
degradation by naturally-occurring microorganisms. Awareness of this 
process is limited in the United States but can be expected to increase as 
development and demonstration of technologies based on the process 
continue.  

 

Cost:  Not available.  

 

References:  Miller, R. R. and Diane D.S., 1997. Technology Overview Report: In-
well Vapor Stripping, GWRTAC Series TO-97-01.00  

DOE, 1994. Technology Catalogue, First Edition. February. 
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A Citizen’s Guide to
Soil Washing
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EPA uses many methods to clean up pollution at Superfund and other sites. Some, like soil washing, are consid-
ered new or innovative. Such methods can be quicker and cheaper than more common methods. If you live,
work, or go to school near a Superfund site, you may want to know more about cleanup methods. Perhaps they
are being used or are proposed for use at your site. How do they work? Are they safe? This Citizen’s Guide is
one in a series to help answer your questions.
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Soil washing “scrubs” soil to remove and separate the portion of the soil that is most
polluted. This reduces the amount of soil needing further cleanup. Soil washing alone may
not be enough to clean polluted soil. Therefore, most often it is used with other methods that
finish the cleanup.
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Chemicals tend to stick or sorb to some types of soil more than others. For instance, chemi-
cals sorb more to fine-grained soils like silt and clay than to larger-grained soils like sand and
gravel. The silt and clay, in turn, tend to stick to sand and gravel. Soil washing helps separate
the silt and clay from the larger-grained, cleaner soils. It works best when the soil contains a
much bigger portion of the larger-grained soils than the fine-grained ones. Soil washing can
clean up a variety of chemicals, such as fuels, metals, and pesticides, that can sorb to soil.

Before using soil washing, soil dug from the polluted area is sifted to remove large objects,
like rocks and debris. The sifted soil is placed in a machine called a scrubbing unit. Water,
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The time it takes to clean up a site using soil washing depends on
several factors:

• amount of silt, clay, and debris in the soil

• type and amount of pollution in the soil

• size of scrubbing unit (The largest units can clean up to 100 cubic yards of
soil per day.)

Cleanup usually takes weeks to months, depending on the site.
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write the Technology
Innovation Office at:

U.S. EPA (5102G)
1200 Pennsylvania Ave.,
NW
Washington, DC 20460

or call them at
(703) 603-9910.

Further information also
can be obtained at
www.cluin.org  or
www.epa.gov/
superfund/sites.

and sometimes detergents, are added to the polluted soil in the scrubbing unit. The mixture of
soil and water is passed through sieves, mixing blades, and water sprays. This washes the silt
and clay from the larger-grained soil and separates them. Some of the pollution may dissolve in
the water or float to the top. The polluted wash water is removed and cleaned up at a treatment
plant. The clean water then can be reused in the scrubbing unit or discharged.

The silt and clay, which contain most of the pollution, are tested for chemicals. Sometimes all of
the pollution is removed in the wash water, but most often the silt and clay need further cleanup.
The silt and clay may be washed again in the scrubbing unit or cleaned using another method
like bioremediation or thermal desorption. (See A Citizen’s Guide to Bioremediation [EPA
542-F-01-001] or A Citizen’s Guide to Thermal Desorption [EPA 542-F-01-003].) An-
other option is to dispose of the polluted soils in a landfill.

The sand and gravel that settle to the bottom of the scrubbing unit also are tested for chemicals.
If the sand and gravel are clean, they can be placed back on the site. If pollution is still present,
they are washed again in the scrubbing unit. If necessary, another method is used to finish the
cleanup.
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Soil washing is usually performed at the site. This avoids the risks involved with trucking pol-
luted soil from the site to a cleanup facility. During digging and cleanup, air pollution control
equipment takes care of dust and other potential air pollution problems. Chemicals are seldom
released from the scrubbing unit to the air. However, EPA tests the air at the site to ensure that
chemicals are not released in harmful amounts. EPA also tests the soil to be sure it is clean
before it is placed back on the site. When properly designed and operated, soil
washing is quite safe.
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The greatest advantage of soil washing is that it reduces the amount of soil needing further
cleanup. This reduction lowers the cost of cleanup and the cost for disposing of polluted
material.

Soil washing can remove many types of pollution. It also works when the soil is very polluted,
but may not be cost-effective for small amounts of pollution. It is also not as cost-effective on
soils with a large amount of silt or clay. Soil washing is being used at six Superfund sites and
other sites across the country.

NOTE: This fact sheet is intended solely as general guidance and information to the public. It is not intended, nor can it be relied
upon, to create any rights enforceable by any party in litigation with the United States, or to endorse the use of products or services
provided by specific vendors. The Agency also reserves the right to change this fact sheet at any time without public notice.
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A Citizen’s Guide
to Thermal Desorption
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EPA uses many methods to clean up pollution at Superfund and other sites. If you live, work, or go to school
near a Superfund site, you may want to know more about cleanup methods. Perhaps they are being used or are
proposed for use at your site. How do they work? Are they safe? This Citizen’s Guide is one in a series to help
answer your questions.
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Thermal desorption removes harmful chemicals from soil and other materials (like sludge and
sediment) by using heat to change the chemicals into gases. These gases are collected with
special equipment. The dust and harmful chemicals are separated from the gases and dis-
posed of safely. The clean soil is returned to the site. Thermal desorption is not the same as
incineration, which uses heat to destroy the chemicals.

��� ���� ��� �	��

Thermal desorption uses equipment called a desorber to clean polluted soil. Soil is exca-
vated and placed in the desorber. The desorber works like a large oven. When the soil gets
hot enough, the harmful chemicals evaporate. To get the soil ready for the desorber, workers
may need to crush it, dry it, blend it with sand, or remove debris. This allows the desorber to
clean the soil more evenly and easily.
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Thermal desorption systems can clean over 20 tons of polluted soil
per hour. The time it takes to clean up a site using thermal desorption
depends on:

• the amount of polluted soil

• the condition of the soil (Is it wet or dry? Does it contain a lot of debris?)

• type and amounts of harmful chemicals present

Cleanup can take only a few weeks at small sites with small amounts of chemicals. If the site
is large and the chemical levels are high, cleanup can take years.
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write the Technology
Innovation Office at:

U.S. EPA (5102G)
1200 Pennsylvania Ave.,
NW
Washington, DC 20460

or call them at
(703) 603-9910.

Further information also
can be obtained at
www.cluin.org  or
www.epa.gov/
superfund/sites.

During each step of the process, workers use special equipment to control dust from the soil
and collect harmful gases that are released to the air. The polluted gases are separated from the
clean air using gas collection equipment. The gases are then changed back into liquids and/or
solid materials. These polluted liquids or solids are disposed of safely.

Before returning the cleaned soil to the site, workers may spray it with water to cool it and
control dust. If the soil still contains harmful chemicals, workers clean it further by placing it
back in the desorber. Or they may try other cleanup methods instead. If the soil is clean, it is
returned to the site. If the soil is not clean, it is sent to a landfill.
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Thermal desorption has been used at many sites over the years. EPA makes sure that materials
are handled safely at each stage of the process. EPA tests the air to make sure that dust and
gases are not released to the air in harmful amounts. EPA also tests the soil to be sure it is clean
before it is returned to the site. All equipment must meet federal, state, and local standards.
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Thermal desorption works well at sites with dry soil and certain types of pollution, such as fuel oil,
coal tar, chemicals that preserve wood, and solvents. Sometimes thermal desorption works where
some other cleanup methods cannot—such as at sites that have a lot of pollution in the soil.

Thermal desorption can be a faster cleanup method than most. This is important if a polluted site
needs to be cleaned up quickly so it can be used for other purposes. The equipment for thermal
desorption often costs less to build and operate than equipment for other cleanup methods using
heat. EPA has selected thermal desorption to clean up 59 Superfund sites.

NOTE: This fact sheet is intended solely as general guidance and information to the public. It is not intended, nor can it be relied
upon, to create any rights enforceable by any party in litigation with the United States, or to endorse the use of products or services
provided by specific vendors. The Agency also reserves the right to change this fact sheet at any time without public notice.
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EPA uses many methods to clean up pollution at Superfund and other sites. Some, like in situ thermal treatment
methods, are considered new or innovative. Such methods can be quicker and cheaper than more common
methods. If you live, work, or go to school near a Superfund site, you may want to learn more about cleanup
methods. Perhaps they are being used or are proposed for use at your site. How do they work? Are they safe?
This Citizen’s Guide is one in a series to help answer your questions.
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In situ thermal treatment methods, in general, are ways to move or mobilize harmful chemicals
through soil and groundwater by heating them. The heated chemicals move through the soil and
groundwater toward underground wells where they are collected and piped to the ground surface.
There the chemicals can be treated above ground by one of the many cleanup methods available.

���� ��� ����� �����

All thermal methods work by heating polluted soil and groundwater. The heat helps push
chemicals through the soil toward collection wells. The heat also can destroy or evaporate
certain types of chemicals. When they evaporate, the chemicals change into gases, which
move more easily through the soil. Collection wells capture the harmful chemicals and gases
and pipe them to the ground surface for cleanup. Thermal methods can be particularly useful
for chemicals called non-aqueous phase liquids or NAPLs, which do not dissolve or move
easily in groundwater. As a result, they can be a source of groundwater pollution for a long
time without proper treatment. In situ thermal methods include:

Steam injection: Forces or injects steam underground through wells drilled in the polluted
area. The steam heats the area and mobilizes, evaporates, and destroys the harmful chemicals.

Hot air injection: Similar to steam injection except hot air is injected through the wells
instead of steam. The hot air heats the soil causing the harmful chemicals to evaporate.

Hot water injection: Also similar to steam injection except that hot water is injected through
the wells instead of steam. The hot water mobilizes chemicals like NAPLs.

Electrical resistance heating: Delivers an electric current underground through wells made
of steel. The heat from the current converts groundwater and the water in the soil to steam,
which evaporates the harmful chemicals.

Radio frequency heating: Typically involves placing an antenna that emits radio waves in
a well. The radio waves heat the soil causing the harmful chemicals to evaporate.

Thermal conduction: Supplies heat to the soil through steel wells or with a blanket that
covers the ground surface. As the polluted area heats up, the harmful chemicals are de-
stroyed or evaporated. The blanket is used where the polluted soil is shallow. Steel wells are
used when the polluted soil is deep.
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write the Technology
Innovation Office at:

U.S. EPA (5102G)
1200 Pennsylvania Ave.,
NW
Washington, DC 20460

or call them at
(703) 603-9910.

Further information also
can be obtained at
www.cluin.org or
www.epa/gov/
superfund/sites.
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In situ thermal treatment methods are safe when properly operated. When there is a chance that
gases may pollute the air, a cover is placed over the ground to prevent their escape. And EPA
tests the air to make sure that the dust and gases are being captured. Scientists are also studying
whether heat can kill microbes or help microbes bioremediate chemicals. (See A Citizen’s
Guide to Bioremediation [EPA 542-F-01-001].)
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Thermal methods speed the cleanup of many types of chemicals in the ground. Faster cleanups
can mean lower cleanup costs. Depending on the number of wells needed, thermal methods can
be expensive. However, they are some of the few methods that can help clean up NAPL in
place. This avoids the expense of digging up the soil for disposal or cleanup. Thermal methods
can work in some soils (such as clays) where other cleanup methods do not perform well. They
also offer a way of reaching pollution deep in the ground where it would be difficult or costly to
dig. Thermal methods are being used at several dozen sites across the country, including a few
Superfund sites.

NOTE: This fact sheet is intended solely as general guidance and information to the public. It is not intended, nor can it be relied
upon, to create any rights enforceable by any party in litigation with the United States, or to endorse the use of products or services
provided by specific vendors. The Agency also reserves the right to change this fact sheet at any time without public notice.
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Cleaning soil and groundwater with thermal methods may take only
a few months or several years. The time it takes depends on three
major factors that vary from site to site:

• type and amounts of chemicals present

• size and depth of the polluted area

• type of soil and conditions present
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APPENDIX H  

Environmental Restoration and Superfund Glossaries 
Administrative Record: A file that is maintained, and contains all information used by the lead agency to make its 
decision on the selection of a response action under CERCLA. This file is to be available for public review and a 
copy established at or near the site, usually at one of the information repositories. A duplicate file is held in a 
central location, such as an EPA Regional Office or State agency.  

Cleanup: Actions taken to deal with a release or threatened release of hazardous substances that could affect 
public health or the environment. The term is often used broadly to describe various response actions or phases 
of remedial responses, such as the RI/FS.  

Closed Range: A military range that has been taken out of service as a range and that either has been put to new 
uses that are incompatible with range activities or is not considered by the military to be a potential range area. A 
closed range is still under the control of a DoD component. 

Comment Period: A time period for the public to review and comment on various documents and EPA actions. For 
example, a comment period is provided when EPA proposes to add sites to the NPL. A minimum 30-day comment 
period is held to allow community members to review and comment on a draft RI/FS and Proposed Plan; it must 
be extended an additional 30 days upon timely request. A comment period is required to amend the ROD. 
Similarly, a 30-day comment period is provided when EPA proposes to delete a site from the NPL.  

Community Involvement: A program to inform and involve the public in the Superfund process and respond to 
community concerns.  

Community Involvement Plan (CIP): Formal plan for community involvement activities at a Superfund site. The 
CIP is designed to ensure citizen opportunities for public involvement at the site, determine activities that will 
provide for such involvement, and allow citizens the opportunity to learn more about the site.  

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA): A federal law passed in 
1980 and modified in 1986 by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA). The Act created a 
special tax that goes into a Trust Fund, commonly known as Superfund, to investigate and clean up abandoned or 
uncontrolled hazardous waste sites that are not federally owned. Under the program, EPA can either:  

 Pay for site cleanup when parties responsible for the contamination cannot be located or are unwilling or 
unable to perform the work 

 Take legal action to force parties responsible for site contamination to clean up the site or pay back the 
federal government for the cost of the cleanup. 

Cleanup of NPL sites that are owned or operated by other federal agencies, such as DoD, is funded directly by 
annual Congressional appropriations, not by the Superfund.  

Defense Sites: Locations that are or were owned by, leased to, or otherwise possessed or used by DoD. The term 
does not include any operational range, operating storage or manufacturing facility, or facility that is used for or 
was permitted for the treatment or disposal of military munitions.  

Detonation: A violent chemical reaction within a chemical compound or mechanical mixture evolving heat and 
pressure. The result of the chemical reaction is exertion of extremely high pressure on the surrounding medium, 
forming a propagating shock wave that originally is of supersonic velocity. A detonation, when the material is 
located on or near the ground surface, is normally characterized by a crater. 

Discarded Military Munitions (DMM): Military munitions that have been abandoned without proper disposal or 
removed from storage in a military magazine or other storage area for the purpose of disposal. The term does not 
include unexploded ordnance, military munitions that are being held for future use or planned disposal, or 
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military munitions that have been properly disposed of consistent with applicable environmental laws and 
regulations. 

Explosive: A substance or mixture of substances that can undergo a rapid chemical change without an outside 
source of oxygen, generating large quantities of energy generally accompanied by hot gases. 

Explosive Hazard: A condition where danger exists because explosives are present that may react (e.g., detonate, 
deflagrate) in a mishap with potential unacceptable effects (such as death, injury, and damage) to people, 
property, operational capability, or the environment. 

Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD): The detection, identification, onsite evaluation, rendering safe, recovery, and 
final disposal of unexploded ordnance and of other munitions that have become an impending danger, for 
example, by damage or deterioration. 

Explosives Safety: A condition where operational capability and readiness, people, property, and the environment 
are protected from the unacceptable effects or risks of potential mishaps involving military munitions.  

Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA): A legal agreement governing the CERCLA administrative process for cleanup, 
intended to establish roles and responsibilities and to improve communication between all parties. At an NPL site, 
an FFA outlines the working relationship between the state, EPA, and the Navy to review all work leading up to 
the selection of a remedial alternative. An FFA will become an Interagency Agreement after a ROD is signed.  

Five-Year Review: If a remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or 
contaminants remaining at levels that do not allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, the performance 
of the implemented remedy must be evaluated every 5 years to verify that the remedy remains protective of 
human health and the environment. The existing remedy may be modified if it is no longer protective of human 
health and the environment.  

Former Range: An operational range that was (a) closed by a formal decision made by the Component with 
administrative control over the range, or (b) was put to a use that was incompatible with its continued use as an 
operational range. The term includes closed, transferring, and transferred ranges. 

Formerly Used Defense Site (FUDS): Real property that was formerly owned, leased, or possessed by, or 
otherwise under the jurisdiction of, the Secretary of Defense or DoD components, including organizations that 
predate DoD. Some FUDS properties include areas formerly used as military ranges. 

Groundwater: Water found beneath the earth’s surface that fills pores between materials such as sand, soil, or 
gravel. In aquifers, groundwater occurs in sufficient quantities that it can be used for drinking water, irrigation, 
and other purposes.  

Hazard Ranking System (HRS): A scoring system used to evaluate potential relative risks to public health and the 
environment from releases or threatened releases of hazardous substances. EPA and states use the HRS to 
calculate a site score for contamination migration through air, surface water, or groundwater. This score is the 
primary factory used to decide if a hazardous waste site should be placed on the NPL.  

Hazardous Substance: Any material that poses a threat to public health and/or the environment. Typical 
hazardous substances are materials that are toxic, corrosive, ignitable, explosive, or chemically reactive.  

Hydrology: The science dealing with the properties, movement, and effects of water found on the earth’s surface, 
in the soil and rocks below the surface, and in the atmosphere.  

Information Repository: A file containing current information, technical reports, reference documents, and TAG 
application information on a Superfund site. The information repository is usually located in a public building that 
is convenient for local residents, such as a public school, city hall, or library.  

Installation Restoration Program (IRP): The DoD program to identify, assess, and clean up contamination 
resulting from historical handling, storage, and disposal of potentially hazardous wastes. The IRP follows the 
CERCLA process, whether or not a facility is listed on the NPL.  
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Land Use Control (LUC): Physical, legal, or administrative mechanisms that restrict the use of, or limit access to, 
real property in order to manage risks to human health and the environment. Physical mechanisms include 
physical barriers to limit access to real property, such as fences or signs, providing potable water, as well as a 
variety of engineered remedies to contain or reduce contamination. Legal mechanisms include zoning, permits, 
and deed restrictions on property; for example, allowing only commercial or industrial use of a property where 
contaminants have not been remediated to residential levels.  

Long-Term Management: The period of site management (including maintenance, monitoring, record keeping, 
Five-Year Review, and so forth) that may occur after a removal or remedial action’s objectives have been met. 
This phase is required at sites where hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain after the 
Response Complete milestone has been achieved, and are above levels that would allow unlimited use and 
unrestricted exposure. This situation often arises when a site has been remediated to a level that requires 
restricted land use (commercial or industrial use but not residential use). 

Monitored Natural Attenuation: Relies on naturally occurring processes to remove or reduce contaminants in soil 
and groundwater. Natural attenuation occurs at most polluted sites, but the right conditions must exist 
underground to clean sites properly. Groundwater and soil at sites are sampled on a regular schedule, as required 
by EPA, to make sure that natural attenuation is working. 

Monitoring Wells: Special wells that are drilled at specific locations, on or off a hazardous waste site, where 
groundwater can be sampled at selected depths and studied to determine the direction of groundwater flow and 
the types and amounts of contaminants present.  

Military Munitions: Ammunition products and components produced for or used by the armed forces for national 
defense and security, including ammunition products or components under the control of the DoD, the U.S. Coast 
Guard, the U.S. Department of Energy, and the National Guard. The term includes confined gaseous, liquid, and 
solid propellants, explosives, pyrotechnics, chemical and riot control agents, smokes, and incendiaries, including 
bulk explosives, and chemical warfare agents, chemical munitions, rockets, guided and ballistic missiles, bombs, 
warheads, mortar rounds, artillery ammunition, small arms ammunition, grenades, mines, torpedoes, depth 
charges, cluster munitions and dispensers, demolition charges, and their devices and components. 

Military Range: A designated land or water area set aside, managed, and used to conduct research on, develop, 
test, and evaluate military munitions and explosives, other ordnance, or weapon systems, or to train military 
personnel in their use and handling. 

Munitions and Explosives of Concern: Specific categories of military munitions that may pose unique explosives 
safety risks: (A) UXO; (B) discarded military munitions; or (C) munitions constituents (such as trinitrotoluene [TNT] 
or cyclotrimethylenetrinitramine [RDX]) present in high enough concentrations to pose an explosive hazard. 

Munitions constituents (MC): Materials originating from unexploded ordnance, discarded military munitions, or 
other military munitions, including explosive and non-explosive materials, and emission, degradation, or 
breakdown elements of such ordnance or munitions. 

Munitions Response Area: Any area on a defense site that is known or suspected to contain unexploded 
ordnance, discarded military munitions or munitions constituents). Examples include former ranges and munitions 
burial areas. A munitions response area is composed of one or more munitions response sites. 

Munitions Response Site: A discrete location within a Munitions Response Area that is known to require a 
munitions response. 

Munitions Response Site Prioritization Protocol (MRSPP): The federal regulation that guides the Munitions 
Response Program (MRP).  

Operational Range. A range that is under the jurisdiction, custody, or control of the Secretary of Defense and that 
is used for range activities; or, although not currently being used for range activities, that is still considered by the 
Secretary to be a range and has not been put to a new use that is incompatible with range activities. 
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National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP): The federal regulation that guides the 
Superfund program. The NCP was revised in February 1990.  

National Priorities List (NPL): EPA’s list of the most serious uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous waste sites 
identified for possible long-term remedial response using money from the Trust Fund. The list is based, primarily, 
on the score a site receives on the HRS. EPA is required to update the NPL at least once a year.  

Operable Unit (OU): A collection of sites that will be treated together, often because of similar cleanup 
requirements. OUs address geographical portions of a facility or site.  

Preliminary Assessment: The process of collecting and reviewing available information about a known or 
suspected hazardous waste site or release. EPA or states use this information to determine if the site requires 
further study. If further study is needed, a site inspection is undertaken.  

Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP, Proposed Plan): A public involvement requirement of CERCLA, which 
summarizes for the public the preferred cleanup strategy, rationale for the preference, alternatives presented in 
the detailed analysis of the RI/FS, and any proposed waivers to clean up standards. The Proposed Plan may be 
prepared as a fact sheet or a separate document. In either case, it must actively solicit public review and comment 
on all alternatives under consideration.  

Record of Decision (ROD): A public document that explains which cleanup alternative will be used at NPL sites. 
The ROD is based on information and technical analysis generated during the RI/FS and consideration of public 
comments and community concerns.  

Remedial Action (RA): The actual construction or implementation phase that follows the remedial design of the 
selected clean up alternative at a site on the NPL.  

Remedial Design (RD): An engineering phase that follows the ROD when technical drawings and specifications are 
developed for subsequent remedial action at a site on the NPL.  

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS): Investigative and analytical studies usually performed at the 
same time in an interactive, iterative process, and together referred to as the “RI/FS.” An RI/FS is intended to:  

 Gather the data necessary to determine the type and extent of contamination at a Superfund site  

 Establish criteria for cleaning up the site  

 Identify and screen cleanup alternatives for remedial action  

 Analyze in detail the remedial technology and costs of the alternatives  

Remedial Project Manager (RPM): The EPA or state official responsible for overseeing remedial response 
activities.  

Remedial Response: A long-term action that stops or substantially reduces a release or threatened release of 
hazardous substances that is serious but does not pose an immediate threat to public health and/or the 
environment.  

Removal Action: An immediate action taken over the short term to address a release or threatened release of 
hazardous substances.  

Response Action: A CERCLA-authorized action at a Superfund site involving either a short-term removal action or 
a long-term response action that may include, but is not limited to, the following activities:  

 Removing hazardous materials from a site to an EPA-approved, licensed hazardous waste facility for 
treatment, containment, or destruction  

 Containing the waste safely onsite to eliminate further problems  

 Destroying or treating the waste onsite using incineration or other technologies  

 Identifying and removing the source of groundwater contamination and halting further movement of the 
contaminants.  
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Responsiveness Summary: A summary of oral and written public comments received by EPA during a comment 
period on key EPA documents, and EPA’s responses to those comments. The responsiveness summary is a key 
part of the ROD, highlighting community concerns for EPA decision makers.  

Restoration Advisory Board (RAB): A group made up of representatives from DoD (Navy and Marine Corps in this 
case), EPA, state agencies, and community members who meet regularly to exchange information about the 
investigation and cleanup of sites on a DoD facility. A RAB is co-chaired by an appointed installation 
representative and an elected community member.  

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA): A federal law that established a regulatory system to track 
hazardous substances from their generation to disposal. The law requires safe and secure procedures to be used 
in treating, transporting, storing, and disposing of hazardous substances. RCRA is designed to prevent the creation 
of new, uncontrolled hazardous waste sites.  

Selected Alternative: The cleanup alternative selected for a site on the NPL based on technical feasibility, 
permanence, reliability, and cost. The selected alternative does not require choosing the least expensive 
alternative. It requires that if there are several cleanup alternatives available that deal effectively with the 
problems at a site, EPA (and the responsible federal agency where applicable) must choose the remedy on the 
basis of permanence, reliability, and cost.  

Site: (1) A single area where hazardous substances or wastes have been deposited, stored, disposed of, or placed. 
An NPL site is also defined as any other location to which contamination from that area has come to be located. 
(2) A discrete area where suspected contamination has been verified, requiring further response action. A site by 
definition has been, or will be, entered into the Navy's Restoration Management Information System.  

Site Inspection (SI): A technical phase that follows a preliminary assessment designed to collect more extensive 
information on a hazardous waste site. The information is used to score the site using the HRS to determine 
whether response action is needed.  

Superfund: The common name used for CERCLA; also referred to as the Trust Fund.  

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA): Modifications to CERCLA enacted on October 17, 1986.  

Surface Water: Bodies of water that are above ground, such as rivers, lakes, and streams.  

Technical Assistance Grant (TAG) Program: An EPA grant program that provides funds for qualified citizens’ 
groups to hire independent technical advisors to help them understand and comment on technical decisions 
relating to Superfund cleanup actions.  

Technical Assistance for Public Participation (TAPP) Program: A DoD program that uses a streamline 
procurement process to obtain technical assistance with projects identified by a RAB, where such assistance will 
contribute to community understanding and input.  

Unexploded Ordnance (UXO): Military munitions that (1) have been primed, fuzed, armed, or otherwise prepared 
for action; (2) have been fired, dropped, launched, projected, or placed in such a manner as to constitute a hazard 
to operations, installations, personnel, or material; and (3) remain unexploded either by malfunction, design, or 
any other cause. 

Sources:  

Community Relations in Superfund: A Handbook. Appendix E, Superfund Glossary and Acronyms, pages E-1 
through E-6. Prepared by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Emergency and Remedial Response, 
Washington, DC. EPA/540/R-92/009. January 1992. Additional Environmental Restoration and Superfund terms 
acronyms and terms are available at: https://portal.navfac.navy.mil/go/erb and 
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/about 

Unexploded Ordnance Glossary. U.S. Department of Defense Web site - DENIX Portal: UXO Safety Education 
Program. Additional terms are available at http://www.denix.osd.mil/uxo/UXO411/    
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A data qualifiers - method (analytical) qualifier - A

A data qualifiers - organic analysis - A

A-106 Office of Management and Budget Circular #A-106

AA Atomic Absorption

AAQS Ambient Air Quality Standard

ABM Abrasive Blasting Media

ACGIH American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists

ACH Air Changes per Hour

ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

A-E Architect-Engineer

AF Soil Adherence Factor to skin, mg/cm2

AFCEE Air Force Center for Engineering and the Environment

Ag Silver

AIRFA American Indian Religious Freedom Act

AL Action Level

Al Aluminum

AM Action Memorandum

ANOVA Analysis of Variance

ANPR Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

ANSI American National Standards Institute

AOC Area of Concern

AOU Accelerated Operable Unit

APCD Air Pollution Control District

API American Petroleum Institute

APR Air Purifying Respirator

AQAPS Automated Quality Assessment Program System
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ATSDR Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry  
As the lead Agency within the Public Health Service for
implementing the health-related provisions of CERCLA, the Agency
for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry is charged under the
Superfund Act to assess the presence and nature of health hazards
at specific Superfund sites, to help prevent or reduce further
exposure and the illnesses that result from such exposures, and to
expand the knowledge base about health effects from exposure to
hazardous substances   back to top...

 

ATSDR-HazDat Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry's Hazardous
Substance Release/Health Effects Database  
"HazDat", the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry's
Hazardous Substance Release/Health Effects Database, is the
scientific and administrative database developed to provide access
to information on the release of hazardous substances from
Superfund sites or from emergency events and on the effects of
hazardous substances on the health of human populations.    back to
top...

 

CAA Clean Air Act
The Superfund law incorporates those substances listed as
hazardous air pollutants under section 112 of the Clean Air Act
(CAA) as CERCLA hazardous substances, which is why the CAA is
important to Superfund. In addition, Superfund cleanup responses
must comply with CAA requirements. The CAA restricts the kinds
and amounts of pollutants that may be released into the air and
requires permits.   back to top...

 

CAG Community Advisory Groups
A Community Advisory Group (CAG) is made up representatives of
diverse community interests. Its purpose is to provide a public
forum for community members to present and discuss their needs
and concerns related to the Superfund decision-making
process.   back to top...

 

CCL Construction Completion List
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EPA has developed a construction completion list (CCL) to simplify
its system of categorizing sites and to better communicate the
successful completion of cleanup activities. Inclusion of a site on the
CCL has no legal significance.   back to top...

 

CEPPO Chemical Emergency Preparedness and Prevention Office
The Chemical Emergency Preparedness and Prevention Office
(CEPPO) provides leadership, advocacy and assistance to:

Prevent and prepare for chemical emergencies;
Respond to environmental crises; and
Inform the public about chemical hazards in their
community.

To protect human health and the environment, CEPPO develops,
implements, and coordinates regulatory and non-regulatory
programs.   back to top...

 

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act
The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA), commonly known as Superfund, was enacted
by Congress on December 11, 1980. This law created a tax on the
chemical and petroleum industries and provided broad Federal
authority to respond directly to releases or threatened releases of
hazardous substances that may endanger public health or the
environment.   back to top...

 

CERCLIS Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Information System
The CERCLA Information System is an EPA database of information
about Superfund sites. This information is intended for use by EPA
employees for management of the Superfund program.   back to
top...

 

CLP Contract Laboratory Program
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)'s Contract Laboratory
Program (CLP) is a national network of EPA personnel, commercial
laboratories, and support contractors whose fundamental mission is
to provide data of known and documented quality. The CLP supports
the EPA's Superfund effort originally under the 1980 Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)
and under the 1986 Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization
Act (SARA).   back to top...

 

CWA Clean Water Act
The Superfund law incorporates those substances listed as
hazardous water pollutants under section 311 (b)(4) of the Clean
Water Act (CWA) as CERCLA hazardous substances. Section 311 of
the CWA also addresses pollution from oil and hazardous substance
releases, providing EPA and the U.S. Coast Guard with the authority
to establish a program for preventing, preparing for, and responding
to oil spills and hazardous substance releases that occur in navigable
waters of the United States.   back to top...
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DED Data Element Dictionary
The Data Element Dictionary (DED) is a table in which the data
element that you are searching for is located. The information
contained in the Superfund Data Element Dictionary includes:
element name, table name, common name, and field
definition   back to top...

 

DOD Department of Defense  
The mission of the Department of Defense (DOD) is to provide the
military forces needed to deter war and to protect the security of
our country. The Army, Navy, and Air Force are each responsible for
environmental restoration of sites under their control. In addition the
Army Corps of Engineers supports cleanup actions at Superfund
sites.   back to top...

 

DOE Department of Energy  
In 1989, the Department of Energy (DOE) created the Office of
Environmental Management (EM) to mitigate the risks and hazards
posed by the legacy of nuclear weapons production and research,
including the environmental legacy of the Cold War.   back to top...

 

DOT Department of Transportation  
Established by an act of Congress on October 15, 1966, the
Department of Transportation's (DOT) mission is to serve the United
States by ensuring a fast, safe, efficient, accessible and convenient
transportation system that meets our vital national interests and
enhances the quality of life of the American people, today and into
the future.   back to top...

 

EJ Environmental Justice
Environmental Justice (EJ) is the fair treatment and meaningful
involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, or
income with respect to the development, implementation, and
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies.   back
to top...

 

EPA Environmental Protection Agency
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) was established as an
independent agency on December 2, 1970 during President Nixon's
term in office. The mission of the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency is to protect human health and to safeguard the natural
environment air, water, and land upon which life depends.   back to
top...

 

EPCRA Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act
The Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act
(EPCRA), also known as SARA Title III, was enacted in November
1986. This law provides an infrastructure at the state and local
levels to plan for chemical emergencies. Facilities that store, use, or
release certain chemicals, may be subject to various reporting
requirements. Reported information is then made publicly available
so that interested parties may become informed about potentially
dangerous chemicals in their community.   back to top...
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ER Emergency Response
The U.S. EPA's Emergency Response (ER) Program coordinates and
implements a wide range of activities to ensure that adequate and
timely response measures are taken in communities affected by
hazardous substances and oil releases where state and local first
responder capabilities have been exceeded or where additional
support is needed.   back to top...

 

ERNS Emergency Response Notification System
The Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) is a database
used to store information on notifications of oil discharges and
hazardous substances releases.   back to top...

 

ERT Environmental Response Team  
In 1978, the Environmental Response Team (ERT) was established
under Section 311 of the Clean Water Act to provide on-site national
expert as required by the National Contingency Plan (NCP) section
on Special Forces.   back to top...

 

ET Ecotox Thresholds
Ecotox Thresholds (ET) are defined as media-specific contaminant
concentrations above which there is sufficient concern regarding
adverse ecological effects to warrant further site investigation. ETs
are designed to provide Superfund site managers with a tool to
efficiently identify contaminants that may pose a threat to ecological
receptors and focus further site activities on those contaminants and
the media in which they are found.   back to top...

 

FAQ Frequently Asked Questions
On the Superfund Web site, you may search for frequently asked
questions by topic or by typing in a keyword or phrase.   back to
top...

 

FFRRO Federal Facilities Restoration and Reuse Office
EPA's Federal Facilities Restoration and Reuse Office's (FFRRO)
overall mission is to facilitate faster, more effective, and less costly
cleanup and reuse of Federal facilities. By focusing on teamwork,
innovation, and public involvement, FFRRO and its Regional
counterparts improve environmental cleanup, while protecting and
strengthening the conditions of human health, the environment, and
local economies.   back to top...

 

FIFRA Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act  
Passed in 1972, the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide
Act (FIFRA) regulates the manufacture and use of pesticides and
allows EPA to restrict or prohibit use of particularly harmful
pesticides.   back to top...

 

HRS Hazard Ranking System
The Hazard Ranking System (HRS) is the principal mechanism EPA
uses to place waste sites on the NPL. It is a numerically based
screening system that uses information from initial, limited
investigations - the preliminary assessment and the site inspection -
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to assess the relative potential of sites to pose a threat to human
health or the environment.   back to top...

 

HSRC Hazardous Substance Research Centers  
Hazardous Substance Research Centers (HSRC) are a set of national
organizations that carry out an active program of basic and applied
research, technology transfer, and training involving practical
problems relating to hazardous substance management.   back to
top...

 

IEUBK Integrated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic Model
Integrated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic Model for Lead in Children
(IEUBK) and the Technical Review Workgroup for Lead (TRW) is an
interoffice workgroup convened by EPA's Office of Emergency and
Remedial Response (OERR). Its goal is to support and promote
consistent application of the best science in the field of lead (Pb) risk
assessment at contaminated sites nationwide. This goal
encompasses work to further develop and continue to refine risk
assessment tools for Pb, to promote the best use of available
scientific data for site assessments, and to serve as an advisor to
OERR management on Pb risk assessment concerns.   back to top...

 

INFOTERRA INFOTERRA
INFOTERRA is an international environmental referral and research
network made up of about 175 countries coordinated by the United
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) in Nairobi, Kenya. The U.S.
National Focal Point INFOTERRA is located at the EPA Headquarters
Library and managed by the Office of Information Resources
Management.   back to top...

 

NCP National Contingency Plan
The National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency
Plan, more commonly called the National Contingency Plan (NCP), is
the federal government's blueprint for responding to both oil spills
and hazardous substance releases. The National Contingency Plan is
the result of our country's efforts to develop a national response
capability and promote overall coordination among hierarchy of
responders and contingency plans.   back to top...

 

NFRAP No Further Remedial Action Planned
The Archive, or No Further Remedial Action Planned (NFRAP),
database contains information on sites which have been removed
from the inventory of Superfund sites. Archive status indicates that
to the best of the EPA's knowledge, Superfund has completed its
assessment of a site and has determined that no further steps will
be taken to list that site on the NPL.   back to top...

 

NIEHS National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences  
The National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS)
Superfund Basic Research Program, provides funding to 18
programs at 70 universities and institutions around the United
States to study the human health effects of hazardous substances in
the environment, especially those found at uncontrolled, leaking
waste disposal sites.   back to top...
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NPL National Priorities List (NPL)
Sites are listed on the National Priorities List (NPL) upon completion
of Hazard Ranking System (HRS) screening, public solicitation of
comments about the proposed site, and final placement of the site
on the NPL after all comments have been addressed. The NPL
primarily serves as an information and management tool. It is a part
of the Superfund cleanup process and is updated periodically.   back
to top...

 

NRD Natural Resources Damage
Natural Resources Damages (NRD) are defined as injury to,
destruction of, or loss of natural resources, including land, fish,
wildlife, biota, air, water, ground water, drinking water supplies,
that are managed by the government. The measure of damages
under CERCLA and OPA is the cost of restoring injured resources to
their baseline condition, and the reasonable costs of a damage
assessment.   back to top...

 

O&M Operations and Maintenance 
Operations and maintenance (O&M) activities protect the integrity of
the selected cleanup plan for a Superfund site. O&M measures are
initiated by a State after cleanup objectives have been reached, and
the site is determined to be operational and functional (O&F) based
on the State and Federal agreement.   back to top...

 

OAR Office of Air and Radiation
EPA's Office of Air and Radiation (OAR) deals with issues that affect
the quality of our air and protection from exposure to harmful
radiation. OAR develops national programs, technical policies, and
regulations for controlling air pollution and radiation
exposure.   back to top...

 

OECA Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance
The Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance (OECA) is
responsible for ensuring the compliance of the regulated community
with Federal environmental statutes. To achieve that goal, OECA
employs an array of approaches including regulatory enforcement,
compliance assistance, and compliance incentives.   back to top...

 

OPA Oil Pollution Act
The Oil Pollution Act (OPA) was signed into law in August 1990,
largely in response to rising public concern following the Exxon
Valdez incident. The OPA improved the nation's ability to prevent
and respond to oil spills by establishing provisions that expand the
federal government's authority, and provide the money and
resources necessary to respond to oil spills. The OPA also created
the national Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund, which is available to
provide up to one billion dollars per spill incident.   back to top...

 

OPP Office of Pesticide Programs
The Office of Pesticide Programs (OPP) regulates the use of all
pesticides in the United States and establishes maximum levels for
pesticide residues in food, thereby safeguarding the nation's food



Superfund Acronyms - All Acronyms | Superfund | US EPA

http://cumulis.epa.gov/superapps/index.cfm/fuseaction/acronyms.viewAll/drillAcronyms_all.cfm[8/23/2012 6:59:59 PM]

supply. One non-regulatory effort underway is the Pesticides
Environmental Stewardship Program, a voluntary private and public
partnership dedicated to reducing pesticide use and risk.   back to
top...

 

OPPT Office of Pollution Prevention and Toxics
The Office of Pollution Prevention and Toxics (OPPT), formerly the
Office of Toxic Substances, was formed in 1977 with the primary
responsibility for administering the Toxic Substances Control Act
(TSCA). This Law covers the production and distribution of
commercial and industrial chemicals in the United States, and OPPT
has the responsibility for assuring that chemicals made available for
sale and use in the United States do not pose any adverse risks to
human health or to the environment.   back to top...

 

OPPTS Office of Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic Substances
EPA's Office of Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic Substance (OPPTS)
plays an important role in protecting public health and the
environment from potential risk from toxic chemicals for now and for
generations to come. OPPTS promotes pollution prevention and the
public's right to know about chemical risks. Dealing with emerging
issues like endocrine disrupters and lead poisoning prevention are
top priorities.   back to top...

 

ORD Office of Research and Development
The Office of Research and Development (ORD) is the scientific and
technological arm of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA). Comprised of three headquarters offices, three national
research laboratories and two national centers, ORD is organized
around a basic strategy of risk assessment and risk management to
remediate environmental and human health problems.   back to
top...

 

OSCP Office of Science Coordination and Policy
The Office of Science Coordination and Policy (OSCP), newly created
in January of 1999, provides coordination ,leadership, peer review,
and synthesis of science and science policy within OPPTS. Program
areas under OSCP include biotechnology, endocrine disrupters and
the FIFRA Scientific Advisory Panel (SAP).   back to top...

 

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Act  
The mission of the Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA) is to save lives, prevent injuries and protect the health of
America's workers. To accomplish this, federal and state
governments must work in partnership with the more than 100
million working men and women and their six and a half million
employers who are covered by the Occupational Safety and Health
Act of 1970.   back to top...

 

OSPS Outreach and Special Projects Staff
The Outreach and Special Projects Staff (OSPS) serves to coordinate
and implement for the Office of Solid Waste and Emergency
Response (OSWER) the agency's principles and new initiatives, such
as Brownfields, Environmental Justice (EJ), and the Tribal initiatives,
through its unique cross-program perspective.   back to top...
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OSRTI Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation (OSRTI)
manages the Superfund program. The Superfund program was
created to protect citizens from the dangers posed by abandoned or
uncontrolled hazardous waste sites. Congress established Superfund
in 1980 by passing the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA).   back to top...

 

OSW Office of Solid Waste
The Office of Solid waste (OSW) operates under authority of the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). OSW protects
human health and the environment by ensuring responsible national
management of hazardous and nonhazardous waste.   back to top...

 

OSWER Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response
The Office of the Assistant Administrator for Solid Waste and
Emergency Response provides Agency-wide policy, guidance and
direction for the Agency's solid waste and emergency response
programs.   back to top...

 

PA/SI Preliminary Assessment / Site Inspection 
The Preliminary Assessment (PA) and Site Inspection (SI) are used
by EPA to evaluate the potential for a release of hazardous
substances from a site.   back to top...

 

PRP Potentially Responsible Parties
The Superfund law (CERCLA) allows EPA to respond to releases or
threatened releases of hazardous substances into the environment.
Under CERCLA, potentially responsible parties (PRPs) are expected
to conduct or pay for the cleanup. The Superfund enforcement
program identifies the PRPs at the site; negotiates with PRPs to do
the cleanup; and recovers from PRPs the costs spent by EPA at
Superfund cleanups.   back to top...

 

RAGS Risk Assessment Guidance
Part A of RAGS describes how to conduct a site-specific baseline risk
assessment. The information in Part A is necessary background for
Part D. Part B provides guidance for calculating risk-based
concentrations that may be used, along with applicable or relevant
and appropriate requirements (ARARs) and other information, to
develop preliminary remediation goals (PRGs) during project
scoping. PRGs (and final remediation levels set in the Record of
Decision) can be used throughout the analyses in Part C to assist in
evaluating the human health risks of remedial alternatives. Part D
complements the guidance provided in Parts A, B, and C and
presents approaches to standardize risk assessment planning,
reporting, and review. Part D guidance spans the CERCLA remedial
process from project scoping to periodic review of the implemented
remedial action. Part D guidance applies to all Superfund Risk
Assessments starting after January 1, 1998.   back to top...

 

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
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The primary goals of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) are to protect human health and the environment from the
potential hazards of waste disposal, to conserve energy and natural
resources, to reduce the amount of waste generated, and to ensure
that wastes are managed in an environmentally sound
manner.   back to top...

 

RD/RA Remedial Design/Remedial Action 
Remedial Design (RD) is the phase in Superfund site cleanup where
the technical specifications for cleanup remedies and technologies
are designed. Remedial Action (RA) follows the remedial design
phase and involves the actual construction or implementation phase
of Superfund site cleanup. The RD/RA is based on the specifications
described in the record of decision (ROD).   back to top...

 

RI/FS Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
After a site is listed on the NPL, a remedial investigation/feasibility
study (RI/FS) is performed at the site. The RI serves as the
mechanism for collecting data, while the FS is the mechanism for
the development, screening, and detailed evaluation of alternative
remedial actions. The RI and FS are conducted concurrently. Data
collected in the RI influence the development of remedial
alternatives in the FS, which in turn affect the data needs and scope
of treatability studies and additional field investigations.   back to
top...

 

RMP Risk Management Plans
Facilities are required to submit risk management plans (RMP) to
EPA. Risk management plans will be available to State and local
governments and citizens to help them understand potential local
chemical hazards and take steps to prevent accidents. The risk
management program is administered by EPA's Chemical Emergency
Preparedness and Prevention Office (CEPPO).   back to top...

 

ROD Record of Decision
The Record of Decision (ROD) is a public document that explains
which cleanup alternatives will be used to clean up a Superfund site.
The ROD for sites listed on the NPL is created from information
generated during the RI/FS.   back to top...

 

SARA Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
The Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA)
amended the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) on October 17, 1986.
SARA reflected EPA's experience in administering the complex
Superfund program during its first six years and made several
important changes and additions to the program.   back to top...

 

SCDM Superfund Chemical Data Matrix
The Superfund Chemical Data Matrix (SCDM) is a source for factor
values and benchmark values applied when evaluating potential
National Priorities List (NPL) sites using the Hazard Ranking System
(HRS).   back to top...
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SDWA Safe Drinking Water Act
The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) ensures that our tap water is
fit to drink. Passed in 1974, SDWA sets national drinking water
standards for public systems that deliver water to the tap. SDWA is
used with RCRA and CERCLA to protect and cleanup groundwater by
setting water quality standards.   back to top...

 

SPCC Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures
In April 1995, EPA conducted a national survey of oil storage
facilities potentially subject to its Spill Prevention, Control and
Countermeasures (SPCC) regulation (40 CFR Part 112).   back to
top...

 

STROLE Superfund Enhanced State and Tribal Role Initiative
The purpose of the Superfund Enhanced State and Tribal Role
Initiative (STROLE) is to develop a comprehensive plan that EPA can
implement to share Superfund program responsibilities with
interested and capable states and tribes, to enable cleanup of more
sites. EPA intends for this plan to promote flexibility in the
management of contaminated sites consistent with the overall goal
of protecting human health and the environment.   back to top...

 

SUPERJTI Superfund Job Training Initiative
The Superfund Job Training Initiative's (SuperJTI) mission is to
provide or support job training opportunities for economically
disadvantaged citizens living in communities affected by Superfund
sites, and encourages their employment in site cleanup
activities.   back to top...

 

TAB Technical Assistance to Brownfields Communities  
Technical Assistance to Brownfields Communities (TAB) helps
communities to clean and redevelop properties that have been
damaged or undervalued by environmental contamination. The
purpose of these efforts is to create better jobs, increase the local
tax base, improve neighborhood environments, and enhance the
overall quality of life.   back to top...

 

TAG Technical Assistance Grants
A Technical Assistance Grant (TAG) provides money for activities
that help communities participate in decision-making at eligible
Superfund sites. An initial grant up to $50,000 is available for any
Superfund site that is on the National Priorities List (NPL) or
proposed for listing on the NPL and a response action has
begun.   back to top...

 

TIO Technology Innovation Office
The Technology Innovation Office (TIO) of the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency was created in 1990 to act as an advocate for
new technologies. TIO's mission is to increase the applications of
innovative treatment technologies to contaminated waste sites,
soils, and groundwater.   back to top...

 

TOSC Technical Outreach for Communities  
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